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Bureau of Land Management 7. Responses to Comments

7. Responses to Comments

7.1 Introduction

Purpose

As defined by Section 15050 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines and
as defined by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA); the Kern County Planning and
Community Development Department and the Bureau of Land Management have jointly
prepared an Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EISEIR) for the
Alta East Wind Project (AEWP).

The Final EIS/EIR presents the environmental information and analyses that have been prepared
for the AEWP, including comments received addressing the adequacy of the Draft EIS/EIR, and
responses to those comments. In addition to the responses to comments, clarifications, corrections,
or minor revisons have been made to the Draft EISEIR. For the purposes of the County’s
requirements under CEQA, the Fina EIR includes the responses to comments, the Draft EISEIR,
and the Mitigation Monitoring Program, and these will be used by the Kern County Planning
Commission and Kern County Board of Supervisorsin the decision-making process for the AEWP.

Environmental Review Process

In compliance with NEPA (40 CFR 1501.7) and CEQA Guidelines 815082 (14 CCR 15000 et
seg.), a NOI (DES 12-18; BLM/CA/ES-2012-007+1793; CACA-0052537) and NOP (SCH No.
2011071051) were circulated for a 30-day public review period beginning on July 15, 2011, and
ending on August 15, 2011. On August 4, 2011, the BLM and Kern County held publicly noticed
Scoping Meetings at the Mojave Veterans Building, Room 1 in Mojave, Cdifornia. A Public Scoping
Report was released for public review in October 2011 and isincluded as Appendix C.

The scoping meeting was noticed and held on August 4, 2011. Approximately 35 persons attended
the meeting, including representatives from local and state agencies, organizations, and private
citizens. Eight (8) letters were received during the scoping comment period that ended on
August 15, 2011 six (6) from federal, State, and local agencies and organizations; and two (2) from
interested parties. Comments were received regarding the following categories: Alternatives; Cultural
Resources; Cumulative Impacts; Lands and Realty; Multiple-Use Classes; Noise; Proposed Action;
Public Hedth and Safety; Socia and Economic Setting; Transportation and Public Access; Visua
Resources; Water Resources; and Wildlife Resources. A summary of these commentsis provided in
the Public Scoping Report and NOP Comments Received (Appendix C).

Section 1503.4 (40 CFR 1503.4) of the NEPA guiddlines and Section 15088 of the CEQA Guiddines
require that the lead agency evauate comments on environmental issues received from persons and
agencies that reviewed the Draft EIS/EIR and prepare a written response addressing each of the
comments received. The response to comments is contained in this chapter of the Draft EISEIR; and
Volumes 1 through 6 together condtitute the Final EIR for County purposes. A list of agencies,
organizations, and interested parties who have commented on the Draft EIS/EIR is provided below
in Table 7-1. A copy of each numbered comment letter and a lettered response to each comment
are provided in Section 7.4, “ Response to Comments,” of this chapter.

February 2013 7.1-1 Alta East Wind Project (AEWP)
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Table 7-1 Public Comments Received on the DEIR

Letter No. Commenter Commenter Type

1 U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service Federal

2 U.S Environmental Protection Agency Federal

3 OPR State Clearinghouse State

4 Native American Heritage Commission State

5 Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board State

6 California Department of Transportation State

7 Kern County, Roads Department Local

8 Center for Biological Diversity Interested Party
9 Sierra Club/Defenders of Wildlife/Audubon California Interested Party
10 The Kern Audubon Society Interested Party
11 Pacific Crest Trail Association Interested Party
12 Pacific Gas and Electric Company Interested Party
13 Ruben Grijalva Interested Party
14 David Grant Interested Party
15 John Jason Chun Interested Party
16 Alta Windpower Development, LLC Interested Party
17 Kern Valley Indian Council Interested Party
18 ORV Watch Kern County Interested Party

7.1-2
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Bureau of Land Management 7. Responses to Comments

7.2 Revisions to the Project Draft EIS/EIR

The following revisons are made to the text of the AEWP Draft EISEIR. Amended text is
identified by page number. Clarifications to the Draft EIS/EIR text are shown with underlining and
text removed from the Draft EISEIR is shown with strikethrough.

Page 2-3

The total height of the WTG at the highest point of the rotor blade rotation would be 142 meters
(465 feet) 125-meters{410-feet). The ground clearance for the rotor blades at their lowest point of
rotation would be 28 meters (98 feet) 35meters{115+feet). The turbines are designed to withstand
wind speeds over 120 miles per hour, exceeding the recorded and projected maximum wind
speeds at the AEWP site.

Tower. The tower portion of the WTG would consist of a tubular steel monopole that extends
from the top of its concrete foundation at ground level to its connection with the nacelle. The
tower would support the nacelle, hub, and three-bladed rotor and has internal access ladders for
turbine maintenance. The total height of the tower to the hub of the rotor blades would be 85
meters (279 feet) 80-meters{262 feet) tall on a 3-meter (10-foot) diameter base.

Page 2-3

Blades/Rotor. WTGs would have three blades bolted to the hub; the blades and hub are
collectively called the rotor. The WTG rotors would be up to 112 meters (367 feet) 90-meters
{295 feet) in diameter. The blades are long, tapered, small-chord airfoils that resemble airplane
wings. They vary in thickness (thinnest at the tip and thickest where they attach to the hub) and
use aerodynamic lift, similar to an airplane wing, to provide the driving force for spinning the
rotor. Each rotor would be equipped with a braking system to prevent rotors from dislocating
from the turbine.

Page 2-4

Wind Turbine Foundations and Pad Areas

Each WTG would be supported by a steel-reinforced concrete foundation. The AEWP could
include several WTG foundation types depending on geotechnical constraints, wind pattern, and
other factors onsite...

» Spread-footing. This foundation would be sguare or octagonal and formed with reinforcing
steel and concrete. Depending on geotechnical data, this type of foundation may be as large
as 60-by-60 35-by-35 feet and 6 to 10 feet thick.

Page 2-20

In accordance with NEPA requirements, the “ preferred alternative” is a preliminary indication of
the federal responsible official’s preference of action, which is chosen from among the proposed
action and aternatives. The preferred alternative may be selected for a variety of reasons (such as
the priorities of the particular lead agency) in addition to the environmental considerations
discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR. In accordance with NEPA (40 CFR81502.14(€)), the BLM has
identified its preferred alternative as Alternative C, Reduced Project North. The BLM's ultimate
decision as to the alternative selected will be set forth in its record of decision pursuant to 40 CFR
§ 1505.2.

February 2013 7.2-1 Alta East Wind Project (AEWP)
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Page 3.16-2
Site Access

Primary Aaccess to the southern portion of AEWP site is proposed from the west—A¢ccess-to-the
site-would-be-provided-from-via the existing Cameron Ridge Road. This road currently extends
through the operating Cameron Ridge project, owned by an affiliate of the project proponent. Use
of this road and would require minor roadway improvements for approximately 0.5 mile to alow
for construction and other AEWP vehicles. AEWP-related traffic accessing the AEWP site from
the west would travel along SR 58, then south on SR 14, and then west on Oak Creek Road and
then north on Cameron Ridge Road, in order to access the site.

An The alternative access for the southern portion of the AEWP site is from the east and would
be provided via a bridge across the Los Angeles Aqueduct, proposed as part of the previousy
approved AItaInf|II II Wlnd Energy PrOJect

Angeles#quedue& AEWP- related trafflc accessing the AEWP S|te from the east would travel
along SR 58, then south on SR 14, then west on Oak Creek Road, and then north aong a private
access road, crossing a bridge acrossthe LA Aqueduct. A permanent access will traverse from the
bridge, through the Alta Infill 11 Wind Energy Project along its southern boundary to provide
access to the AEWP site. The bridge and north-south access road from Oak Creek Road were
evaluated as part of the adjacent Alta Infill 11l Wind Energy Project, approved in October 2011. It
is assumed that the bridge and access road will be constructed prior to development of the AEWP
and no additional improvements are required; the technical analyses provided to Kern County
assumed construction of the bridge during the same year as development of the AEWP, in order
to provide a conservative analysis in the event that construction of the bridge and access road is
delayed.

Access to the northern portion of the AEWP site is provided by Randsburg Cutoff Road
(connecting to SR 58) west to Rockhouse Road, connecting with the site north on Wildflower

Canyon Road.
Page 3.21-21 and 22

Surveys and Results: No condors were observed during any surveys conducted on and near the
site, including aeria raptor nest surveys and two (2) years of fixed-point avian use surveys.
USFWS data since 2005 indicate that the nearest documented condor was located in the
Tehachapi Mountains, 4.3 miles northeast of the AEWP and a historic location was recorded 2.3
miles west of the AEWP.

Alta East Wind Project (AEWP) 7.2-2 February 2013
Final EIS
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Page 3.21-38
3.21.3.2 State L aw and Regulations

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

Water Code section 13260 requires “any person discharging waste, or proposing to discharge
waste, within any region that could affect waters of the State to file a report of waste discharge
(an application for waste discharge requirements)” (Water Code §13260(a)(1)). The term “waters
of the State” is defined as “any surface water or groundwater, including saline waters, within the
boundaries of the state” (Water Code§813050(€)).

Under Porter-Cologne, dischargers must notify the regional water board when a project will result
in the discharge of dredged or fill material to waters of the State, and the RWQCB is required to
issue or waive waste discharge requirements (WDRS) whenever it receives a report of discharge
(Water Code § 13263(a).

For construction projects having small dredge/fill impacts to non-federal waters of the State, and
that are not required to obtain a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
permit (i.e., the Genera Construction Permit adopted by the State Board), such as the AEWP,
coverage under general WDRs may be obtained from the Lahontan RWQCB (R6T-2003-0004).
Discharges of fill into waters of the State have been authorized under these WDRs for other wind
energy projectsin the project vicinity.

Page 4.6-4
Vegetation Harvesting

The AEWP would not directly impact any individual Bakersfield cactus meeting the federal
definition of the listed taxon. Eight (8) such plants were identified in the AEWP area during 2010
and 2011 rare plant surveys, and all would be avoided by the AEWP. However, a total of 112
individuals of Bakersfield cactus meeting the 2011 CDFG guidelines were mapped within the
AEWP site in 2010. All of the O. basilaris plants classified under the 2011 CDFG guidelines as
Bakersfield cactus occur in the hills in the northern portion of the AEWP area. It is likely that
some of these individuals cannot be calculated at this time pending final engineering.

Page 4.16-17

MM 4.146-3 Obtain Applicable Permits. Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits by
the County and/or a Notice to Proceed from the BLM, the project proponent shall obtain all
applicable permits from the California Department of Transportation, Kern County, and any other
applicable agencies pertaining to vehicle sizes, weights, roadway encroachment, grading, and
travel routes needed for the first phase of construction. The project proponent shall also obtain
any additional permits needed for each remaining phase of construction prior to delivery and
acceptance of materials for that phase. The project proponent shall continuously adhere to all
conditions of said permits throughout implementation of the project.

Page 4.16-18

MM 4.16-4 Coordination With County Roads Department. Prior to the issuance of grading or
building permits by the County and/or a Notice to Proceed from the BLM, the project proponent
shall coordinate with the Kern County Roads Department to implement the following:

a. For those portions of the project that will use public roads, sSubmit engineering drawings of
project access road design for the review and approval of the Kern County Roads
Department.

February 2013 7.2-3 Alta East Wind Project (AEWP)
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b.

Obtain an encroachment permit from the Kern County Roads Department for any activities
within the County road right-of-way or on applicable roads in the Kern County road
mai ntenance system.

Enter into a secured agreement with Kern County to ensure that any County roads that are
demonstrably damaged by project-related activities is promptly repaired and, if necessary,
paved, slurry-sealed, or reconstructed as per requirements of the state and or Kern County.”

Page 4.17-23 and 24

MM 4.17-1 Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan. Prior to the issuance of grading
or building permits by the County and/or a Notice to Proceed by the BLM, the project proponent
shall develop and submit a Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan to the Kern County
Planning and Community Development Department and the Bureau of Land Management for
review. The Plan shal be reviewed by the BLM to ensure appropriate compliance with the
requirements of NEPA. The Plan shall include provisions for the following:

1

Restoration of all areas temporarily disturbed by project construction to pre-construction
conditions; including temporary disturbance areas around structure construction sites,
laydown/staging areas, and temporary access roads.

Provisions which show that work areas (including, but not limited to, staging areas, access
roads, and sites for temporary placement of construction materials and soils) will be
delineated with orange construction fencing or staking to clearly identify the limits of work.
Fencing/staking shall remain in place for the duration of construction. Soils shall be
stockpiled in disturbed areas lacking native vegetation or where habitat quality is poor. To
the extent possible, disturbance of shrubs and surface soils due to stockpiling shall be
minimized. All disturbances, vehicles, and equipment shall be confined to the flagged areas.

All grading activities shall include topsoil salvage. Topsoil shall be removed, stockpiled on-
site, and returned to the original site or used in habitat restoration activities elsewhere on the
site.

Hydroseeding, drill seeding, broadcast seeding or an otherwise proven restoration technique
shall be utilized on all disturbed surfaces using a locally endemic native seed mix approved
by the Bureau of Land Management and Kern County Engineering, Surveying and Permit
Services Department.

The plan shall include the Best Management Practices identified in the California Department
of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration Agreement, if applicable.

For any permanent loss of desert wash and riparian habitat, the project proponent shall
mitigate at a minimum of 3:1 or as identified in the California Department of Fish and Game
Streambed Alteration Agreement. All other native habitats shall be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio for
permanent impacts, or as otherwise identified in the California Department of Fish and Game
Incidental Take Permit or United States Fish and Wildlife Biological Opinion. Permanent
impacts to ruderal or disturbed habitats shall be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio if those habitats
support burrowing owl and/or desert tortoise. Permanent impacts shall be mitigated through
one or more of the following:

a. Through a conservation easement in perpetuity, or through acquisition and conservation
in perpetuity of off-site lands which support comparable habitats and species. Restoration
and/or enhancement/re-vegetation shall be conducted on mitigation lands as necessary to
achieve afunctional value comparable to habitats impacted by the project.

To utilize this option, the project proponent shall acquire one of the following prior to the
issuance of grading permits that would result in the disturbance of such lands: Transfer

Alta East Wind Project (AEWP) 7.2-4 February 2013
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7.

fee title to the compensation lands; a conservation easement over the lands; or both fee
title and conservation easement, as required by the BLM, the Kern County Planning and
Community Development Department and any other applicable agencies (such as the
USFWS and/or CDFG). Any future transfer of a conservation easement or fee title must
be approved by the BLM and the Kern County Planning and Community Devel opment
Department; and be made to one of the following: the CDFG, a non-profit organization
qualified to hold title to and manage compensation lands (pursuant to California Govern-
ment Code section 65965), the BLM, or other approved public agency. |f an approved
non-profit organization holds fee title to the compensation lands, a conservation easement
will be recorded in favor of CDFG or another entity approved by the BLM and Kern
County Planning and Community Development Department. |f an entity other than
CDFG holds a conservation easement over the compensation lands, the BLM and Kern
County Planning and Community Development Department may require that CDFG or
another entity approved by the BLM and Kern County Planning and Community
Development Department, in consultation with CDFG, be named a third party beneficiary
of the conservation easement.

b. Onsite restoration, enhancement, and management (i.e., weed control, etc.) of disturbed
areas not impacted by project construction.

c. Mitigation banking.

The Plan developed shall establish performance criteria and time frames for restoration of the
site in addition to provisions for a monitoring program to assess the success of restoration
efforts. The monitoring program will clearly identify the minimum length of the monitoring
period, maintenance of restoration sites during the monitoring period, and replacement
conditions. Any sites that do not meet the performance criteria within the specified time
frames shall be mitigated as permanent impacts as described above.

The Plan shall be developed and implemented to preserve native shrub communities to the
maximum extent feasible.

Page 4.17-27

MM 4.17-4 Best Management Practices for ActivitiesIn or Near Ephemeral Drainages.
Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits by the County and/or a Notice to Proceed by
the BLM, the project proponent shall submit a plan which demonstrates how the project
proponent will implement all mitigation measures and conditions contained within the Streambed
Alteration Agreement obtained from the California Department of Fish and Game for impacts to
jurisdictional areas. In addition, the following Best Management Practices shall be implemented
during all construction activity in or near ephemeral drainages:

1.

February 2013

Vehicles and egquipment shall not be operated in ponded or flowing water except as described
in the Streambed Alteration Agreement.

The project proponent shall minimize road building, construction activities, and vegetation
clearing within ephemeral drainages to the extent feasible.

The project proponent shall not allow water containing mud, silt, or other pollutants from
grading or other activities to enter ephemeral drainages or be placed in locations that may be
subjected to high storm flows.

Spoil sites shall not be located within 30 feet from the boundaries of drainages or in locations
that may be subjected to high storm flows, where spoils might be washed back into drainages.

Raw cement/concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, paint or other coating material, oil or
other petroleum products, or any other substances that could be hazardous to vegetation or

7.2-5 Alta East Wind Project (AEWP)
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wildlife resources, resulting from project-related activities, shall be prevented from con-
taminating the soil and/or entering ephemeral drainages.

6. When operations are completed, any excess materials or debris shall be removed from the
work area. No rubbish shall be deposited within 150 feet of the high water mark of any
drainage.

7. No equipment maintenance shall occur within 150 feet of any ephemeral drainage where
petroleum products or other pollutants from the equipment may enter these areas under any
flow.

8. Avoid placing turbine support structures in aguatic features to the maximum extent
practicable.

9. Natural washes shall be used for flood control, to the maximum extent practicable.

10. The number of road crossings over waters shall be minimized to the extent feasible and
necessary crossings shall be designed to provide adequate flow-through during storm events
to the maximum extent practicable.

Page 4.18-21

MM 4.18-5 Evaluate and Implement PCT Route Enhancement. Priorto-the-issuance-of-a
Neotice to-Proceed-by-the BLM In order to mitigate for impacts that do not substantially interfere
with the nature and purpose of the PCT, the project proponent shall consult and coordinate with
the U.S. Forest Service, the BLM, and the Pacific Crest Trail Association to develop a+eute
enhancement—plan an off-site mitigation plan for the Pacific Crest Trail. The plan shal be

submitted for review and approval to the BLM and U.S. Forest Service prior to BLM issuing a
Not| ce to Proceed and comm|SS|on|ng of the wi nd turbl nes. The#epert M shaII |dent|fy feasi bIe

protect the PCT corridor and to improve the PCT recreation and scenic opportunities
commensurate with the recreation and visual impacts. The provisions shall be designed to apply
to those areas where the project would be most visible from the existing trail. 1f directed by the
BLM, in consultation with the U.S. Forest Service, the project proponent shall provide funds for
acquisition within one year of issuance of the wind turbine generator building permit.

Land acquisition will be based on the concepts developed in the Draft Pacific Crest National

Scenic Trail Best Management Practices to Mitigate Scenery Impacts from Conflicting Land
Uses (USFS, BLM June 2012). Under these Best Management Practices (BMP), the mitigation
ratio for land acquisition is calculated by using the distance of the project from the PCT, the
distance along the trail that the project is visible to trail users, and the contrast created by the
project to the characteristic scenery. Under the preferred aternative, the closest the project is to
the trail is 1.2 miles (middleground distance zone), is visible to trail users for approximately 1.5
miles, and creates a moderate to high contrast to the characteristic scenery. Using this scenario,
the ratio for land acquisition would be 1:1. Thus, the acres to be acquired off-site for mitigation
to impactsto 1.8 square miles would be 1,152 acres.

Alta East Wind Project (AEWP) 7.2-6 February 2013
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Page 4.19-36

MM 4.19-4 Submit a Drainage Design Plan. Prior to issuance of grading/building permits from
the County, and/or a Notice to Proceed from the BLM, the project proponent shall submit a
Drainage Design Plan to the BLM and the Kern County Department of Engineering, Survey and
Permits Services for review. The plan shall include provisions for the following:

1. Groundcover for the new substation shall be comprised of a pervious and/or high-roughness
material (for example, gravel) to the maximum extent feasible, in order to ensure maximum
percolation of rainfall after construction.

2. Detention/retention basins shall be installed to reduce local increases in runoff, particularly
on frequent runoff events (up to 10 year frequency).

3. Downstream drainage discharge points shall be provided with erosion protection and
designed such that flow hydraulics exiting the site mimic the natural conditions as much as
possible.

4. On-site drainage from impervious surfaces (e.g., roads, driveways, buildings) shal be
directed to acommon drainage basin;

The project shall design as few basins as possible for the entire development; ane;

Where feasible, mass grading and contouring shall be done in a way to direct surface runoff
towards the above-referenced basins (and/or closed depressions); and,

7. ldentify the location of all temporary and permanent fencing. Ensure fencing will not entrain
debris/sediment or interfere with natural flow patterns to the maximum extent practicable
based on applicable hydrological and performance criteria

Page 4.21-8

Indirect impacts to golden eagles could include the loss of foraging habitat due to the
establishment of Invasive weeds potentially resulting in a decline in prey density. Night lighting
during construction could also result in indirect impacts to golden eagles.

Page 4.21-10 and 11

Wintering Birds

The AEWP could result in indirect impacts to wintering bird species protected under California
Fish and Game Code sections 3503.5 and 3511 and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Construction
activities could cause destruction of winter foraging and roosting habitat and temporary
displacement of individuals due to noise and human activity during construction. Several
special-status bird species have been documented during winter on the AEWP site, including
golden eagle, loggerhead shrike, northern harrier peregrine falcon, and prairie falcon. No direct
impact to wintering birds, in the form of take, is anticipated during construction. Indirect
construction-related impacts to wintering bird species, including special-status species, would be
reduced through implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.2-1 (Construction fugitive dust
emission reduction), 4.17-1 (Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan), 4.17-5 (Weed Control
Plan), 4.21-1 (Designated Biologist), and 4.21-2 (Wildlife Impact Avoidance and Minimization).
As described above, these measures would require biological monitoring during construction
activities, worker environmental awareness training, minimization of construction night lighting,
restoration of temporarily impacted areas, compensation for permanently impacted habitat at a
minimum 1:1 ratio, minimization of impact areas, and control of fugitive dust.

February 2013 7.2-7 Alta East Wind Project (AEWP)
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Page 4.21-18
Wintering Birds

O& M activities could result in direct and indirect impacts to nesting bird species protected under
the California Fish and Game Code and Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Indirect impacts to wintering
birds could occur during vegetation management or regrading of access roads, which could cause
temporary displacement of wintering birds from adjacent wintering habitats. Direct impacts to
wintering birds may result from collision with project features. Indirect and direct impacts to
wintering bird species would be mitigated through implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.21-6
(Avian and Bat Protection Plan) which requires the preparation of an Avian and Bat Protection
Plan (APP) or equivalent document. To further reduce this potential impact, Mitigation Measure
4.21-2 (Wildlife Impact Avoidance and Minimization) requires preparation of a WEAP, which
includes actions and reporting procedures for impacts to wintering birds. |mpacts associated with
night lighting during O& M would be minimized through implementation of Mitigation Measures
4.18-1 (Reduction of Visua Contrast, Light, and Glare) and 4.18-4 (Comply with Lighting
Standards) as described above.

As with construction, increases in invasive plant species would be indirect impacts to wintering
bird species. Impacts associated with invasive plant species during O&M would be minimized
through implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.17-5 (Weed Control Plan) as described in
Section 4.21.3.2.

Page 4.21-22, after second paragraph

The project proponent has been in on-going discussions with the USFWS to demonstrate and
determine the effectiveness of the Monitoring and Avoidance Plan. Field trials performed on
July 9, 10, and 11, 2012, at Bitter Creek Wildlife Refuge where condors were present, indicated
that the system had a 100 percent success rate for detecting condors. The objective of the test was
to _evaluate the detection system against a human observer. In every case the VHF detection
system recorded a condor occurrence before the human observer could detect it and in many
cases, detected the occurrence of a condor that a human observe did not detect. Because almost
al free flying condors are fitted with VHF transmitters, this system and its protocol will help
ensure that condor mortality can be avoided.

The results at the Bitter Creek Wildlife Refuge suggest that the system will be 100 percent
effective at the project site. The VHF detection system will be installed in early 2013, and prior to
project construction, to monitor a large area in all directions from the AEWP to maximize
response times should a condor be detected. By design, the detection system will monitor for and
report _condor(s) if they are within 16 miles of the AEWP.

Page 4.21-28, after Mitigation Measure 4.21-14

The applicant has been in on-going discussions with the USFWS to demonstrate and determine
the effectiveness of the Monitoring and Avoidance Plan for Cdifornia Condor. Field trials
performed on July 9, 10, and 11, 2012, at Bitter Creek Wildlife Refuge where condors were
present, indicated that the system had a 100 percent success rate for detecting condors. The
objective of the test was to evaluate the detection system against a human observer. In every case
the VHF detection system recorded a condor occurrence before the human observer could detect
it and in many cases, detected the occurrence of a condor that a human observe did not detect.
Because almost all free flying condors are fitted with VHF transmitters, detection of a condor by
the system is highly dependable. This system and its protocol will ensure that condor mortality
can be avoided.

Alta East Wind Project (AEWP) 7.2-8 February 2013
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The results at the Bitter Creek Wildlife Refuge suggest that the system will be 100 percent

effective at the project site, as well. Nonethel ess, another demonstration of the VHF detection

system for the County and FWS occurred October 3 and 4, 2012 at the project site. The VHE

detection system will beinstalled in early 2013 to monitor alarge areain all directions from the

AEWP to maximize response times should a condor be detected. By design, the detection system

will monitor for and report a condor before it can reach the AEWP and as such, it will most often

detect a condor that is not headed toward nor threatened by the AEWP but rather traveling to

other locations in the surrounding mountainous areas that could be occupied by other, unrelated,

facilities that could pose athreat to condors.

Page 4.21-49

MM 4.21-3 Pre-Construction Surveysand Minimization Measuresfor Special-Status
Wildlife and Nesting Birds.

7(b) Any damaged or collapsed burrow that shows evidence of use by burrowing owl will be

replaced with artificial burrows in adjacent habitat.

Page 5-9

Table5-1. List of Preparers

Name

Job Title

Primary Responsibility

Aspen Environmental Group

Capello, Emily

Environmental Scientist

Cumulative Scenario, Growth Inducing
Impacts, Irreversible & Irretrievable
Impacts, Unavoidable Adverse Impacts and
Comparison of Alternatives

Davidson, Jon

Vice President

Editing and Review

Debauche, Scott

Environmental Scientist

Project and Alternatives, Environmental
Justice, Noise, Public Health & Safety,
Social and Economic Issues,
Transportation, Wildland Fire Ecology

Hawkins, Jacob

Environmental Scientist

Wildland Fire Ecology, Policy Consistency

Huerta, Susanne

Environmental Planner

Lands and Realty, Livestock Grazing,
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7.3 Errata to the Project Draft EIS/EIR

The following errata are provided for the text of the AEWP Draft EISEIR. Amended text is
identified by page number. Clarifications to the Draft EIS/EIR text are shown with underlining and
text removed from the Draft EISEIR is shown with strikethrough.

Additional Surveys

Two revised studies were submitted by the project proponent since circulation of the Draft EISEIR
and provide additional data for the record. These two studies are attached to this Chapter 7,
Response to Comments and include; a memo titled Potential Visua Effects of Using Larger Wind
Turbine Generators on the Alta East Wind Project; prepared by CH2MHill on October 5, 2012
(Attachment A); and the Alta East Wind Project - Revised Shadow Flicker Andysis prepared by
CH2MHill on October 5, 2012 (Attachment B).

In accordance with CEQA Section 15088.5, Kern County concludes that the updated studies
provide additiona information to augment the record and provide clarification in an adequate EIR.
The information is not considered new significant information requiring the recirculation of the
Draft EIR and does not create new significant effects on the environment.

Page ES-3

ES.2.2 Project Proponent’s Objectives
= Deliver wind energy in eastern Kern County in-theFehachapi-\Wind-Resource-Area-(PARA)

according to an executed Master Power Purchase and Wind Project Development Agreement
(MDA) with SCE;

Page 1-3

1.2 Project Proponent’s Objectives

= Deliver wind energy in eastern Kern County -the Fehachapi\Wind-Resouree-Area-{PAWRA)

according to an executed Master Power Purchase and Wind Project Development Agreement
(MDA) with SCE;

Page 3.18-4

Key Observation Point 7 (KOP 7) — View looking north from Oak Creek Road/Highway 58
Overpassin Mojave

KOP 7 istaken from the elevated Oak Creek Road overpass west of the Community of Mojave at
a distance of three miles or greater from the AEWP site. The KOP is representative of views
from the Community of Mojave, and provides an overview of both the existing and proposed
landscape as seen in views toward the AEWP site. Extensive wind development of eastern Kern
the- PWRA is visible in the foothills and valley, lending an industrial character to the view.
Portions of the AEWP visible within the view are predominantly within the Tehachapi Foothill
landscape unit, with the nearest portions of the site within BLM lands in the Antelope Valley
Desert Floor landscape unit. All areas are assigned VRM Class IV. Due particularly to intrusion
of existing wind development in these views, the applicable Scenic Quality classis C.

Page 3.21-22

summekeh#eem—tau—and—w(—m—mmer—} A total of 7 qolden eaqle qroups W|th 11 |nd|V|duaI
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sightings were recorded during the first year of surveysin 2009/2010. However, al observations
occurred off the project area at survey points 4, 5, and 6. Observations were recorded during all
seasons (spring, n=1 eagle; summer, n=_1; fall, n= 3; winter, n= 6) and suggested potentially
higher use of these areas in winter (CH2M HILL, 2012. Draft No. 2 Conservation Plan for the
Avoidance and Minimization of Potential Impacts to Golden Eagles Alta East Wind Project.
March 2012. [see Appendix D-30 in the EIR/EIS]).

Page 3.21-23

Direct human-caused mortdity (including vehicle collisons), pesticides (including chemica
eradication of ground squirrels), habitat degradation and loss, and predators are all known threats to
burrowing owls (BLM, 2005g). Burrowing owls are known to occur in lower elevations of eastern
Kern the PAW/RA.

Page 3.21-32

It is unlikely that significant numbers of bats occur throughout the AEWP site. While studies on
some other wind development projects in eastern Kern the PWRA have detected very localized
migratory corridors and relatively high levels of at least seasonal activity near perennial water
sources and riparian areas, data collected at the AEWP site do not suggest asimilar pattern.

Page 4.6-18

MM 4.6-1 Notice to Proceed. Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits and/or a
Notice to Proceed from the BLM, the project proponent shall submit afinal project design to the
authorized officer of Edwards Air Force Base and China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station. Said
final project design, shall be in the form of a detailed plot plan as required by Section 19.64-140
19.64.130 (Detailed Plot Plan Required — Contents) of the Kern County Zoning Ordinance and
shall include final specifications on the height and location of the wind turbine generators to be
installed as well as the anticipated schedule of each construction phase.

Page 4.10-12
MM 4.10-1 Develop Paleontological Resour ce Monitoring and Mitigation Plan

Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits by Kern County or a Notice to Proceed by the
BLM, the project proponent shall submit a Paleontological Resource Management Plan that
details when and where paleontological monitoring will occur and how pal eontological resources
located within the project site will be avoided and/or treated. The Paleontological Resource
Management Plan shall be prepared, at the sole expense of the project proponent, and shall be
based on Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) guidelines and meet all regulatory
requirements. The plan shall be submitted for review and approval by the BLM and the Kern
County Planning and Community Development Department.

The Paleontological Resource Management Plan shall include the following information:

1. Identification and mapping of impact areas of moderate to high sensitivity that will be
monitored during construction;

2. A coordination strategy to ensure that a qualified paleontological monitor will conduct
full-time monitoring of al ground disturbances in sediments determined to have a moderate
to high sensitivity. Sediments of low, marginal, and undetermined sensitivity shall be
monitored on a part-time basis (as determined by the Qualified Paleontologist);

Alta East Wind Project (AEWP) 7.3-2 February 2013
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3. The significance criteria to be used to determine which resources will be avoided or
recovered for their data potential;

4. Procedures for the discovery, recovery, and savage preparation, and analysis of
paleontological resources encountered during construction, in accordance with standards for
recovery established by the SVP;

5. Provisions for verification that the prOJect proponent has an agreement with a recognrzed
museum repository {e-g- tural
Musedm), for the disposition of recovered fossls and that the fossls shaII be prepared prror
to submittal to the repository as required by the repository (e.g., prepared, anayzed at a
laboratory, curated, or catal oged);

6. Specifications that all paleontological work undertaken by the Project Proponent on public
land shall be carried out by qualified paleontologists with the appropriate current permits,
including, but not limited to a Paleontological Resources Use Permit (for work on public
lands administered by BLM) and a Paleontological Collecting Permit (for work on lands
administered by California Department of Parks and Recreation); and,

7. Description of monitoring reports that will be prepared, which shall include daily logs and a
final monitoring report with an itemized list of specimens found to be submitted to Kern
County Planning and Community Development Department, the project proponent,
proponent; and an accredlted _museum into WhICh any recovered fossil specrmens are
accessioned into , '

Mueeumef—kes#rgeles@eunty wrthr n 90 days of the compI etron of monrtorr ng
MM 4.10-2 Train Construction Personnel

Prior to grading or building permits by Kern County or a Notice to Proceed by the BLM, the
project proponent shall submit evidence of compliance with the following:

1. The project proponent shall provide for a paleontologist to provide al construction personnel
training on implementation of the Paeontologica Resource Management Plan and
specifically procedures to be followed in the event that a fossil site or fossil occurrence is
encountered during construction. An information package shall be provided for construction
personnel not present at the initial preconstruction briefing. All personnel shall be instructed
that unauthorized collection or disturbance of protected fossils will not be allowed. Violators
will be subject to prosecution under the appropriate State and federal 1aws and violations will
be grounds for removal from the project. Unauthorized resource collection or disturbance
may constitute grounds for the issuance of a stop work order.

Page 4.11-32

MM 4.11-6 Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures Plan. Prior to the issuance of
grading or building permits by the County and/or a Notice to Proceed from the BLM, the project
proponent shall prepare and submrt a Spill Preventr on, ControI and Countermeasur% Plan to the
, y; the
BLM the Kern County PIannr ng and Communrty Development Department and to the Kern
County Environmental Health Services Department for review. The Plan will be for the storage
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and use of transformer oil, gasoline, or diesel fuel at the site in quantities of 660 gallons or
greater. The purpose of the plan will be to mitigate the potential effects of a spill of transformer
oil, gasoline, or diesel fuel. The Plan shall include design features of the project that will contain
accidental releases of petroleum and transformer oil products from onsite fuel tanks and
transformers.

Page 4.14-15

Mitigation Measure 4.14-2 Conduct Studies to Assess Soil Characteristics and Aid in
Appropriate Foundation Design (only changesto part 5 were made)

5. That the utility lines crossing potentially active faults have-been are designed to withstand
vertical and horizonta displacement. If determined necessary by the findings of the site-specific
geotechnical study, the project proponent shall remove and replace shrink-swell soils with a non-
expansive or non-collapsible soil material.

Page 4.16-17
MM 4.16-3 Obtain Applicable Permits.

Page 4.17-2
Construction activities associated with the AEWP would result in direct temporary and permanent

losses of native vegetation {(Figure-4-17-1).

Page 4.17-3, First Bullet

= Mitigation Measure 4.17-1 (Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan) requires revegetation
of temporary project impacts and mitigation for permanent impacts to native vegetation and
rudera or disturbed habitats if those habitats support burrowing owl and/or desert tortoise.
Permanent impacts to desert wash and riparian habitat would be mitigated at minimum 3:1 or
as identified in the California Department of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration
Agreement. -white-a All other native habitats supporting burrowing owl and/or desert tortoise
shall be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio for permanent impacts, or as otherwise identified in the
Cdlifornia Department of Fish and Game InC|dentaI Take Permlt or Unlted States Flsh and
Wildlife Biological Opinion. ren-Aati ' . A
tortoise-would-be-mitigated-at-1:-1-Permanent impacts Would be m|t| gaIed through one or
more of the following: acquisition and conservation of off-site lands; onsite restoration,
enhancement, and management of disturbed areas not impacted by the AEWP; or mitigation
banking.

Page 4.17-17

4.17.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to sensitive vegetative
resources includes the vicinity of all reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects and extends
throughout the western Mojave Desert and Tehachapi and Piute Mountains ircluding—the

Fehachapi-Wind-Resouree- Area{TPARAY, as shown in Figure 4.1-1.
Page 4.17-22

m VG-2 (Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
natural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by the
CDFG or USFWYS). Implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.17-1 through 4.17-5, 4.2-1

Alta East Wind Project (AEWP) 7.3-4 February 2013
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(Construction fugitive dust emission reduction), 4.2-3 (Operation fugitive dust and equipment
emissions reduction), and 4.19-3 (drainage design plan) would reduce AEWP-related impacts
to special-status-plants-riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities to less than

significant under Criterion VG-2&. However, AEWP-related construction, O&M, and
decommissioning activities would result in temporary and permanent losses of native
vegetation. Permanent losses and temporary impacts to vegetation associated with the AEWP
combined with losses associated with past, present, and future projects are considered a
cumulative impact because these combined impacts have potential to reduce the extent of
those communities within the cumulative impacts analysis area. Therefore, impacts are
considered significant and unavoidable.

Page 4.18-3 and 4

KOP 2 — View looking northwest from within rural-residential county lands north of SR 58 in
Tehachapi Pass

...overall AEWP contrast was considered moderate strong.”

KOP 3 — View looking southeast from within rural-residential county lands north of SR 58 in
Tehachapi Pass.

...overall AEWP contrast was considered moderate strong.”
KOP 5 — View looking northwest from SR 14/SR 58 interchange

...overall AEWP contrast was considered soderate strong.”

Page 4.18-12

Would the presence of the AEWP add to a cumulative visual alteration?

Yes. As discussed in Section 4.18.9, the AEWP would make a substantial contribution to the
cumulative impact on visual resources, both in the immediate AEWP area (Tehachapi Pass,
northern Antelope Valley, Community of Mojave) and eastern Kern the PA/RA.. The resulting
visual impact would be significant.

Page 4.18-16

There is the potential for substantia future energy development in the northern Antelope Valley
and eastern Kern the-FPWRA in particular. A list of the existing and reasonably foreseeable
cumulative projectsis provided in Table 4.1-1 and shown on Figure 4.1-1 in Appendix A.

Page 4.18-17

4.18.10.1 Geographic Extent/Context

e Regional cumulative impacts beyond the immediate AEWP viewshed, extending to existing
and reasonably foreseeable future solar and other energy and development projects within the
northern Antelope Valley/eastern Kern FWRA as a whole. These projects, while not
necessarily located within the same field of view as the AEWP would, in combination with
AEWRP, contribute to a sense of industrialization or urbanization of the existing landscape
character of a 34-mile length of the Tehachapi Mountains where they front on the western
Mojave Desert/Antelope Valley. A : »

mHelength-of the PCT-
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4.18.10.2  Existing Cumulative Conditions

This section identifies the past and present projects and actions that have affected and will
continue to affect landscape character in the local and regional cumulative study areas described
above. As described in Section 3.18, the existing landscape within both a 15-mile radius of the
AEWP and within eastern Kern the PWRA: as a whole exhibit strong presence of existing wind
development. Four existing wind projects and one solar project are identified in Table 4.1-1,
Cumulative Projects List, within a 15-mile radius of the AEWP: the AltaOak Creek-Mojave
Wind Project, the Coram Brodie Wind Project, the Pine Tree Wind Project, and the Sky River
Wind Project, and the Monte Vista Solar Project. Within eastern Kern the PA/RA-as-a-whele,
Table 4.1-1 identifies one additional existing wind project, the Manzana Wind Project. While
wind and solar projects are not the only ones that would contribute to cumulative visual impacts
in the region, their spatially very extensive nature and large-scale industrial character causes their
potential cumulative visual effects to eclipse those of most other foreseeabl e future projects listed
in Table 4.1-1. The five existing wind projects listed aready account for a profoundly
transformed landscape within much of eastern Kern the-TPARA, in which the cumulative
industrial character of the projects has come to increasingly dominate much of the northern
Antelope Valley west of Mojave.

Page 4.18-18

Regional Cumulative Area

The 18 wind applications and 14 solar applications listed in Table 4.1-1, if realized, would result
in similar cumul ative effects to those just described, extending to eastern Kern the PA/RA: and its
surrounding viewshed as a whole. The developed portions of eastern Kern the PA/RA-and a
surrounding area extending for 10 miles or more would become visually dominated by the
industrial character of intensive wind and solar development. Much of an approximately 25-mile
segment of the PCT would become strongly affected by the cumulative effect of these combined
projects. The resulting visual impact to the region would be cumulatively considerable.

4.18.10.7 CEQA Significance and Impact Determinations, Cumulative

AEWP's contribution to the visible industrialization of the desert landscape would constitute a
significant visual impact when considered in the context of existing cumulative conditions and
reasonably foreseeabl e projects, both within the immediate project viewshed and in a somewhat
broader context that encompasses eastern Kern the PA/RA- and surroundings as awhole.

Page 4.18-19

VIS-3 (Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its
surroundings). The AEWP, in combination with existing and reasonably foreseeable
cumulative projects, would cumulatively alter and dominate the existing landscape of the
immediate AEWP vicinity and eastern Kern the PA/RA:- and surroundings as a whole. Where
the existing natural basin and range landscape still currently predominates, the industrial
character of spatially extensive, highly prominent wind and solar projects would come to
strongly dominate, substantially degrading the existing visual character and quality. Areas
within the cumulative study area that are already affected by wind development would be
much more intensively impacted. Areas within the cumulative study area that are not
currently affected by wind development would become visually dominated by it. Mitigation
Measures 4.18-2 (Verification of Low Contrast Facilities and Landscaping) and 4.18-3
(Screening and Restoration) would reduce this impact. However, the resulting cumulatively
considerable visua impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Alta East Wind Project (AEWP) 7.3-6 February 2013
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Page 4.19-14

Construction

WA-1 (Violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements). Construction of
the AEWP would occur in full compliance with all applicable standards and requirements.
Mitigation Measure 4.1920-3 (Demonstrate Compliance with Water Quality Permits) requires
the AEWP Proponent to demonstrate compliance with all applicable permitting requirements
prior commencing construction, which will ensure that the AEWP is in compliance with all
applicable water quality permits and waste discharge requirements. Construction impacts
would be less than significant with mitigation.

Page 4.19-16

Operation and Maintenance

WA-1 (Violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements). Operation of the
AEWP would occur in full compliance with all applicable standards and requirements, per
Mitigation Measure 4.1920-3 (Demonstrate Compliance with Water Quality Permits) which
requires the AEWP Proponent to demonstrate compliance with all applicable permitting
requirements. Operational impacts would be less than significant with mitigation.

Page 4.19-17

Decommissioning

WA-1 (Violate water quality standards or waste discharge requirements). Decommissioning
of the AEWP would occur in full compliance with al applicable standards and requirements,
per Mitigation Measure 4.1920-3 (Demonstrate Compliance with Water Quality Permits)
which requires the AEWP Proponent to demonstrate compliance with al applicable
permitting requirements. Decommissioning impacts would be less than significant with
mitigation.

Page 4.19-35

MM 4.19-1  Approval of Sewage Disposal. Prior to the issuance of building permits by the
County for an operations & maintenance building and/or a Notice to Proceed from the BLM,
the project proponent shall submit evidence of the following:

1216:0: 1. The method of sewage disposa for the operations and maintenance facility and
any other applicable structures shall be as required and approved by the Kern County
Environmental Health Services Division. Compliance with this requirement will necessitate
that the Proponent obtain the necessary approvals for the design of the septic system from the
Kern County Engineering, Surveying, and Permit Services Department. The septic system
disposal field shall be located a minimum of 100-feet from a classified stream or 25-feet from
a non-classified stream and shall not be located where it would impact State wetlands or
special-status plant species.

1432:0:-2. The Proponent shall obtain water appropriation rights for on-site potable water to
the satisfaction of the Kern County Environmental Health Services Division, if applicable.
Page 4.21-5

Permanent impacts to desert wash and riparian habitat would be mitigated at minimum 3:1 ratio
or as specified in the California Department of Fish and Game Streambed Alteration Agreement,

February 2013 7.3-7 Alta East Wind Project (AEWP)
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whichever is greater. -whie a All other native habitats non-native habitats supporting burrowing
owl and/or desert tortoise shall be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio for permanent impacts, or as otherwise
specified in the California Department of Fish and Game Incidental Take Permit or United States
Fish and Wildlife Biological Opinion, whichever is greater. would-bemitigated-at-1:-1-

Page 4.21-7
Golden Eagle

The golden eagle is a resident in the Tehachapi Mountains where numerous shalow caves,
ledges, and rocky outcrops occur. This species was observed foraging in the project area during
fixed-point bird use surveys in al-eur{4)-seasons fall of 2010 and winter of 2010/11. Surveysto
identify golden eagle nests were completed on April 13 and May 24, 2010 and on February 22,
April 12, and June 1, 2011 covering al suitable nesting habitat within 10 miles of the AEWP site
(see Section 3.21). The nearest active nests are located 3.0 miles to the northwest, 3.8 milesto the
north, and 6.8 miles to the north of the AEWP. Ten inactive golden eagle nests were identified
within the 10-mile nest survey buffer and 3 additional inactive nests were identified just outside
the 10-mile buffer. The closest of these inactive golden eagle nestsis 1.2 miles to the northwest of
the AEWP. Recent surveys for other projects in eastern Kern the-Fehachapi-\Wind-Resourece-Area
PARAY have identified nesting and foraging golden eagles as well, and together these data
suggest a moderate to high population density in the region. While golden eagles can forage over
the entire AEWP site, suitable nesting habitat and known nesting locations occur in the rugged
terrain to the north and west of the site, and observations of eagles during project surveys were
concentrated in the north-central portions of the study area (West, 2011c).

Page 4.21-14

The project proponent would consult with CDFG and USFWS to obtain any necessary take

authorization if take of listed species is anticipated ferpetentia-Hmpacts-to-Hsted-species through
the context of a 2081 take permit from CDFG and/or a Biological Opinion from the USFWS.

Page 4.21-25

Avian Electrocution Risk

Overhead transmission lines also pose an electrocution risk for avian species, particularly for
large, aeria perching birds, such as hawks and eagles, because of their large size, distribution,
and behavior (APLIC, 2006). Because raptors and other large aerial perching birds often perch on
tall structures that offer views of potential prey, the design of transmission poles or towers
appears to be a mgjor factor in raptor electrocution (APLIC, 2006). Electrocution occurs when a
perching bird simultaneously contacts two energized phase conductors or an energized conductor
and grounded hardware. Electrocution can occur when horizontal separation is less than the wrist-
to-wrist (flesh-to-flesh) distance of a bird’s wingspan or where vertical separation is less than a
bird s length from head-to-foot (APLIC, 2006). Electrocution can also occur when birds perched
side-by-side span the distance between these elements (APLIC, 2006). Current guidelines for
constructing power lines have been developed to minimize the potentia effects from bird strikes
and electrocution. To reduce the effects associated with bird strikes and electrocution resulting
from implementation of the AEWP, power collection and transmission facilities will be designed
to be raptor-safe in accordance with the Suggested Practices for Rapter Avian Protection on
Power Lines: The Sate of the Art in 2006 and Mitigating Bird Collisions with Power Lines. The
Sate of the Art in 1994. Potential impacts associated with electrocution would be minimized
through implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.21-13 (Avian Power Line Interaction
Committee Standards).

Alta East Wind Project (AEWP) 7.3-8 February 2013
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Page 4.21-28

Table4.21-1. Summary of CEQA Significance Deter minations

Known

Presence on Construction O&M  Decommissioning  Cumulative
Species/Category Site Impacts Impacts Impacts! Impacts
Invertebrates No LTS LTS LTS LTS
Desert Tortoise Yes LTS LTS LTS LTS
Coast Horned Lizard Yes LTS LTS LTS LTS
Silvery Legless Lizard No LTS LTS LTS LTS
California Condor No LTS SuU LTS SuU
Golden Eagle Yes LTS SuU LTS SuU
Swainson’s Hawk Yes LTS SU LTS SU
Burrowing Owl Yes LTS SsuU LTS su
Nesting Birds Yes LTS SU LTS LTS
Wintering Birds Yes LTS SU LTS SU
Bats Yes LTS SU LTS SU
American Badger and Desert Kit Fox Yes LTS LTS LTS LTS
Special-Status Mice Yes LTS LTS LTS LTS
Mohave Ground Squirrel No LTS LTS LTS LTS
Wildlife Movement and Migration Corridors N/A LTS LTS LTS SuU
Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting N/A LTS LTS LTS LTS
Biological Resources
Avian and Bat Collision N/A N/A SU N/A SU
Avian Electrocution N/A N/A LTS N/A LTS
Displacement of Special-Status Avian and N/A N/A LTS N/A SU
Bat Species

1 — Decommissioning impacts are generally assumed to be equivalent to construction impacts

NI —No impact

L TS- Lessthan significant impact with mitigation incorporated

SU — Significant and unavoidable impact

Page 4.21-34
4.21.10.1 Geogr aphic Extent/Context

The geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts related to wildlife resources includes
the vicinity of all reasonably foreseeable cumulative projects and extends throughout the western
Mojave Desert and Tehachapi and Piute Mountains treluding-the Fehachapi-\Wind-Resource-Area
PAMRAY, as shown in Figure 4.1-1. The AEWP is located within or adjacent to federal and
private lands that support native vegetation communities and are largely undeveloped or support

existing wind energy devel opments.

Page 4.21-43
4.21.11 Mitigation M easures

If required, the AEWP will obtain require incidental take authorization for impacts to listed
species through a Biological Opinion (BO) from the USFWS and/or a 2081 Incidental Take
Permit (ITP) from CDFG. The terms and conditions of these authorizations will supersede the
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mitigation measures identified below. For items that are addressed in the mitigation measures
identified below as well as provisions of the BO and/or ITP, the most conservative measure will
apply (for example, the highest mitigation ratio would apply). Nonetheless, in compliance with
the requirements identified in CEQA, the project proponent will be required to comply with the
reporting and documentation standards addressed in the mitigation measures ultimately approved
by Kern County and the BLM.

Page 4.21-45

MM 4.21-2 Wildlife Impact Avoidance and Minimization

5. Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits by Kern County and/or a Notice to
Proceed by the BLM, the project proponent shall submit a Wildlife Mortality Reporting
Program to the Bureau of Land Management and Kern County Planning and Community
Development Department for review. This program shall be implemented during construction
and operation, and shall require the identification and reporting of any dead or injured
animals (both special-status and common species) observed by personnel conducting
construction and operation activities. Reporting is necessary during construction and
operation to demonstrate compliance with the avoidance and minimization measures, to
assess the effectiveness of the measures, and to make recommendations, if necessary, for
future compliance. The program shall also include provisions to stop work within the
immediate vicinity if adead special-status species is encountered. The project proponent shall
notify the BLM, Kern County Planning Department, the on-call biologist, and the appropriate
resources agency (e.g., USFWS or CDFG) before construction is alowed to resume. An
appropriate reporting format shall be developed in coordination with the Bureau of Land
Management, Kern County Planning and Community Development Department, United
States Fish and Wildlife Service, and California Department of Fish and Game.

Page 4.21-49

MM 4.21-3 (No changes made to parts 1-7(d) of MM 4.21-3)

7(e) Impactsto burrowing owl territories shall be mitigated through a combination of off-site
habitat compensation and/or off-site restoration of disturbed habitat to native habitat
capable of supporting this species. The acquisition of occupied habitat off-site shall bein
an area where turbines would not pose a mortality risk. Acquisition of habitat shall be
consistent with the California Department of Fish and Game's Staff Report on Burrowing
Owl Mitigation (CDFG, 2012). The preserved habitat shall be occupied by burrowing owl
and shall support native vegetation, and shall be of superior or similar habitat quality to
the impacted areas in terms of soil features, extent of disturbance, habitat structure, and
dominant species composition, as determined by a qualified ornithologist. Preservation of
cultivated lands will not be allowed in order to ensure the habitat will be preserved in
perpetuity. The site shall be approved by the California Department of Fish and Game.
Land shall be purchased and/or placed in a conservation easement in perpetuity and
managed to maintain suitable habitat. The offsite area to be preserved can coincide with
off-site mitigation lands for permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation communities, with
the approval of the Bureau of Land Management and the California Department of Fish
and Game.

Alta East Wind Project (AEWP) 7.3-10 February 2013
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Page 4.21-53

MM 4.21-5 California Condor.

d.

Funding for conservation measures such as radio telemetry, condor feeding programs, or
other such measures as deemed appropriate shall be provided to the California Condor
Recovery Program. Funding shall be calculated at six (6) units per one hundred (100) turbines
installed as part of the project. Prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits for the
first (1st) turbine, the project proponent shall fund six telemetry units in the amount of
$188,100 ($4,150 per unit plus an "endowment" of $163,200 to be used for tracking data over
an eight-year period). Prior to the issuance of any building or grading permits for the
one-hundred-and first (101st) turbine, the project proponent shall fund six additional
telemetry unitsin the amount of $188,100 ($4,150 per unit plus an endowment of $163,200 to
be used for tracking data over an eight year period). The total funding to be provided shall not
exceed $376,200 or funding requirements in the Biological Opinion, whichever is greater.

Page 4.21-53

MM 4.21-7 Eagle Conservation Plan. Prior to the issuance of building permits by Kern County,
the project proponent shall -shal-provide documentation to the California Department of Fish and
Game, United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and the Kern County Planning and Community
Development Department that the project is in compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (Title 16, United States Code, sections 668 668c).

Page 4.21-64 (after last bullet of 7[B])

The CMS shall include, but not be limited to, the following additional procedures or components:

1

Curtailment of wind farm operations shall commence at the time a condor comes within 1

mile of the project site. Curtailment Sectors (groups of turbines) have been identified and
shall be built into the software controls for the wind farm. Curtailment commands may be
given for curtailment of specific sectors or all sectors of the facility at the discretion of the
Project Site Observer.

Wind turbine speeds can be reduced to 15 miles per hour (mph) from 60 to 90 seconds after

the curtailment commend is given, depending on the type of turbine. If the project installs
turbines that require 90 seconds to reach this speed a distance of 2 miles shall be used to
trigger the curtailment command instead of 1 mile. No turbines shall be installed that do not
have the ability to curtail within 90 seconds.

Telemetry antennae towers shall be placed to avoid blind spots that would allow transmittered

condors to enter the wind farm with little advance warning. A lattice detection network shall
be implemented.

If acondor signal is detected and then subsequently lost, the condor shall be treated asiif it is

moving towards the project site. If the Project Site Observer cannot establish initial visual
contact with the condor, the observer shall spend the remainder of the day on high alert until
30 minutes after sunset. The observer shall continualy use hand-held VHF detection
equipment and visual lookout in order to send a curtailment command if a condor comes
within 1 mile of the project site. Close-Proximity Response shall be practiced in order to
facilitate observer search image refinement. Small remote aircraft may be operated within 4
miles of the wind turbines to perform drills and reduce full-time observer response time.

If a condor has triggered the detection system and subseguently the signal is lost, and the

February 2013

Project Site Observer cannot locate the condor either visually or with a receiver, one of the
following procedures shall be implemented:
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6.

a_ Good visibility weather conditions (i.e., no fog or sand storm) allows for detection by the

observer, but the terrain or distance to the condor prevents visua observation. Unless the
observer believes a threat exists, curtailment will not be required as the observer will be
able to see the condor as it moves closer into visible range. The curtailment command
will not be issued until the condor is seen within the 1 mile perimeter of the project site.

OR

Poor visibility weather conditions (i.e., heavy fog or sand storm) preclude detection of the

condor by the observer, regardless of terrain or distance to the condor. This scenario shall
result in curtailment because the observer may not be able to see the condor.

If condor movement result in consistent alarms of a bird entering the detection area, but it

7.

remains far from the wind turbines, the following procedures shall be implemented:

a__ Once the Project Site Observer communicates that no condor is within 1 mile of the

project it will be the responsibility of other Condor Incident Response Team (CIRT)
members to search until a visual location is made of the condor that triggered the aert or
the alert has lapsed. After afull search for the condor that has triggered an alert, CIRT
members may be directed by the CIRT Lead to discontinue monitoring if a condor is not
visually detected. The CIRT Lead can direct the CIRT members to discontinue the
attempt to visually locate a condor if the signal strength detected by the detection network
is too low or the project site has sufficient detection ability should the condor come
within 1 mile of the project site. However, the Project Site Observer shall spend the
remainder of the day on high aert until 30 minutes after sunset. The observer shall
continually use hand-held VHF detection equipment.

The SCADA operator and CIRT members will continually monitor visual and VHF

information specific to any condor locations. If a CIRT member has visually detected a
condor, they will relay location relative to the project site, landmarks, direction of flight,
and flight behavior to the CIRT team. If the SCADA operator has a VHF detection of a
condor, they will relay transmitter frequency, relative direction from the antenna, and
signa_strength to the CIRT team. Additionally, every two minutes all CIRT members
will receive the information by text and email on their digital devicesif acondor iswithin
the detection perimeter.

If a condor is visualy located and reported as “moved out of the detection network

perimeter,” the Project Site Observer will visually scan the area around the project site.
Thiswill occur each time the condor enters the detection network perimeter.

The CIRT, in responding to subsequent condor alerts for any period of time for a condor

that is reoccurring, will take information from previous responses such as transmitter
frequency, relative direction from antenna, and signal strength into account to determine
if there is a particular condor that is occurring more regularly than historicaly reported.
The frequency, location, and duration of reoccurring condor alerts will be used by the
CIRT Lead to determine the relative level of risk that exists and how the future response
by the CIRT will be carried out in order to avoid condor mortality at the project site. At
no time will an aert be ignored regardless of the number of times a condor may trigger
the detection system.

If a condor roost is identified within the 16-mile detection radius of the telemetry tower, the

project proponent shall consult with the USFWS as required based on condor behavior and

tracking information. Constant on-site surveillance shall be required if a condor frequents the

detection area due to aroost. Refinement in the detection of specific condors that establish or

use a new roost may be necessary. Details for refining the monitoring and detection of
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changed occurrence patterns of future condors will be based on specific behavior observed as
changes occur. No reduction by CIRT in response to detection alerts shall occur.

If specific condors are roosting in a new area inside the network detection perimeter, one
option for monitoring would involve instalation of additional antennas. Condor VHE
frequencies can be programmed into a secondary antenna that has a smaller detection range
centered at the project site. This secondary antenna will be programmed to only scan for
condors that are known to be regularly using a roost within the 16 mile perimeter and will
only scan to a 3 mile radius. Scanning for condors that roost within the detection network
perimeter, but do not enter areas within 3 miles of the project site can be accomplished with
two antennas each set to monitor different risk zones. This will allow for initiation of the
appropriate response by CIRT when a condor that regularly triggers aerts within the 16 mile
perimeter, triggers an alert within 3 miles of the project site.

8. The project proponent shal implement the following protocol for recording and reporting
condor detections and the proponent’ s responses to detections:

a__ The project proponent will staff the CIRT Lead position with a full-time biologist. The
CIRT Lead will be responsible for coordination with USFWS staff regarding report of
data collected by the network detection system. USFWS will provide the point of contact
for such coordination. A reporting protocol with the USFWS will be established.

b. The project proponent will report a condor alert that resultsin a visua observation and/or
curtailment order that occurs for the project.

c. A centra data collection and reporting system will be developed to organize and manage
information regarding the network detection system.

d. A copy of the CIRT Log on response to a detection alert will be provided to the USFWS
within 48 hours of completion.

e. BLM and the project proponent agree that further refinement of the protocol will be
implemented during the consultation process.

9. The project proponent shall implement the following protocol for communicating with the
Condor Recovery Program regarding re-tagged condors or release of new birds:

a__ The CIRT Lead will acquire weekly updates on the current list of VHF frequenciesin use
by the Condor Recovery Program. Email is the current method of data sharing and will
continue under the project. As an alternative, the Condor Recovery Program can update
the CIRT Lead as birds are re-tagged on areal-time basis.

b. CIRT will be trained on the programming and maintenance of both fixed and handheld
telemetry equipment that will include weekly updates of receivers for the most current
VHF frequencies.

c. Hardware will be developed to remotely update the fixed network detection system.

Update frequencies will be programmed into handheld and fixed telemetry equipment on
aweekly basis or as changes occur.

e. BLM and the project proponent agree that further refinement of the protocol will be
implemented during the consultation process.

The system shall be active during daytime hours, which includes 30 minutes prior to sunrise and
30 minutes after sunset, for a period of 3 years. During this initial testing period, the project
proponent shall submit quarterly reports to Kern County, USFWS, CDFG, and BLM regarding
the system’s findings and curtailment activities. After a period of 3 years, the system will be
evauated by Kern County, BLM, USFWS, and CDFG for overal effectiveness in detecting and
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implementing focused curtailment related to reducing impacts to the California condor. If after a
period of 3 years it is determined by the reviewing agencies that additional measures or
modifications to the system are necessary to ensure the system is effective in detecting and
implementing focused curtailment measures for the California condor, those measures will be
implemented by the project proponent through operational adjustments approved by the
reviewing agencies.

Due to the 30-year life of this project, and the anticipation that the Condor Recovery Program
will continue to be successful, the risk of condor take would increase if the condor population
increases, condor use areas change (i.e., moving closer to the project site), and/or if fewer
individuals of the flock wore VHF-units. Each of these changes would result in an increase in
risk. To be able to off-set this potential increase in risk, the following adaptive management
strategy shall be implemented:

1. Change in condor use areas. If a condor is detected within the network detection perimeter
more than once during a 30-day period or two or more times during a 60-day period, or if a
condor_has been detected near the project boundary several times (which will be defined in
the Biological Opinion), the BLM, USFWS, and the project proponent shall enter into
discussions regarding the circumstances of these detections to determine the appropriate
action.

Potential circumstances include, but are not limited to: a) use of the areais increasing and a
greater number of birds are flying within the area of risk; b) birds are entering the area more
frequently, but at an atitude that does not place them in harm’'s way for collision with a
turbine; c) bird use has shifted in proximity of the project site, but has already shifted away
again; or, d) one bird is responsible for all of the on-site detections.

During discussions, the BLM and USFWS will determine whether reinitiation of Section 7
consultation is needed based on the new information on condor movement. Should
reinitiation be determined the appropriate action, the BLM would complete a Section 7(d)
analysis to determine what actions could occur during reinitiation. While the BLM is
completing the Section 7(d) analysis, one of the two following measures would also be

implemented:

a__ Within 24 hours of notice from the BLM and/or USFWS, the project proponent shall
deploy a full-time observer to supplement the VHF-detection system until the Section
7(d) analysis is complete, or should the 7(d) analysis propose this measure, until the
reinitiation of consultation is complete

OR

b. Within 24 hours of notice from the BLM and/or USFWS, the project proponent shall
deploy a proven alternative detection system (e.q., radar system that had been previousy
been tested and accepted by USFWS)

2. Change in percentage of population wearing VHF-units (short-term). During the first 5 years
of the project, if the percentage of birds that are invisible to the detection system is exceeded
by a pre-determined amount due to an unanticipated event (e.g., extreme weather prevents
replacement of dying batteries, manufacturer fails to ship units), one of the following
procedures shall be implemented:

a.__If the project proponent has already deployed a proven and approved aternative detection
system that does not rely on birds being tagged for detection, no further action is needed.

b. If the project proponent has not deployed the aternative detection system that does not
rely on birds being tagged for detection, but has one that has been proven effective, it will
be deployed within 24 hours notice by the BLM or USFWS, or,
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c. The project proponent shall deploy a full-time observer within 24 hours notice by the
BLM or USFWS to supplement the VHF-detection system until the non-tagged birds are
captured and refitted with VHF-units.

3. Change in percentage of population wearing VHF-units (long term). The project proponent
shall develop and deploy an alternative detection system that does not rely on any hardware
to be affixed to condors. This system shall be incorporated into their “detect and curtail”
strategy within the first 3 years of operation. USFWS would be responsible for maintaining
VHF-birds at a pre-determined level for a maximum of 3 years. After such time, the USFWS,
with a 60-day notice, could begin transitioning to sampling the population and would no
longer be responsible for maintaining transmitters for a pre-determined percent of the flock.
If the project proponent has not successfully identified another means to detect and curtail,
the project would be out of compliance with the Biological Opinion, and reinitiation of the
Section 7 consultation would be triggered. The BLM would conduct a Section 7(d) anaysis
to determine what actions could occur during reinitiation.

Page 4.21-57

MM 4.21-13 Avian Power Line Interaction Committee Standards. Prior to issuance of
approval for fina occupancy by Kern County, the project proponent shall submit written
documentation to the Bureau of Land Management and Kern County Planning and Community
Development Department demonstrating that all power lines are engineered and constructed to
the most current Avian Power Line Interaction Committee standards, at the time the lines are
engineered of-construction. The project proponent shall conform to the latest practices to protect
birds from electrocution and collision on the transmission line (as outlined in the 2006 Avian
Power Line Interaction Committee standards or newer guidance, as applicable).

Page 4.21-59

With the implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.21-1 through 4.21-13, 4.17-1 and 4.17-5,
4.2-1, 4.2-3,4.18-1, and 4.18-4, the residual impacts to wildlife resources would be;

1. The net loss of habitat on the project site for the duration of AEWP O&M and for some
period after ultimate site restoration after decommissioning;

2. The fragmentation and impaired connectivity of wildlife habitat ir-the-upper—Chuckwalla
\aHey-over the life of the AEWP,

3. The effects of noise, lighting, dust, and other disturbances to adjacent offsite habitat during
construction, O&M, and decommissioning;

4. The effects to displaced wildlife (finding and establishing new home ranges, intra and/ or
interspecific competition for food and other resources, etc.); and

5. The potential, but unquantified loss of birds during AEWP O&M.

These impacts are described above in Section 4.21.3.

Under CEQA, implementation of the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures would
mitigate impacts to most wildlife resources to a level below significance. Implementation of the
required mitigation would not result in any additional impacts to wildlife resources. No
significant residual impacts to most wildlife resources would occur with the implementation of
the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures. However, although implementation of the
measures described above would reduce the potential for special-status birds and bats to collide
with WTGs during operation of the AEWP, these measures cannot eliminate the potential for
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mortality to occur. Because some level of avian and bat mortality would occur, this impact would
remain significant under CEQA. Without mitigation, the AEWP would contribute to the
cumulatively substantial losses of wildlife resources within the western Mojave Desert and
eastern Kern PA/RA. The avoidance and minimization measures as well as compensatory
mitigation to offset direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to wildlife resources would assure
compliance with state and federal laws, and the impacts would have no substantial adverse effects
following mitigation for most resources. However, as explained above, cumulative impacts
related to avian and bat collisions with WTGs would remain adverse, and would be significant
and unavoidable under CEQA.

Page 6-9

ophapi Wind

Appendix A, Page A-6 Figure 2-6, Proposed GPAs

Figure 2-6, Proposed GPAs, was included in the DEIS/EIR to illustrate proposed amendments to
the Circulation Element of the Kern County General Plan to eliminate future road reservations
aong section lines within the project boundary. The Circulation Element currently designates
section and mid-section lines located in certain areas of eastern-Kern as reserved for future build-
out of arterial and collector type roads. This designation is for land use planning purposes only
and does not actually denote the locations of any existing physical roads or public easements.
Removal of portions of these designations simply means that those areas would no longer be
intended for future arterial and collector sized roads. Amendment of the Circulation Element does
not remove any existing roads or eliminate any existing legal accessto any parcel.

Upon further review of Figure 2-6, the BLM and Kern County have determined that minor
adjustments to the areas shown for removal are necessary. The figure shown in the Draft EISEIR
reflects removal of some partial portions of section lines lines; however, the BLM and Kern
County have determined that it would be more appropriate to remove complete section lines to
ensure cohesive land use planning because there is no need to retain partial reservations when
there are no contiguous reservations remaining. An example of thisis shown in Section 33, 32.S.
35.E., which previoudly illustrated removal of only portions of the south section line, thereby
leaving pieces of the section line as reserved without a contiguous reservation. The revised figure
reflects removal of the complete south section line. Amendments to this figure are shown on the
attached revised Figure 2-6 and do not affect any existing roads and do not change the impacts of
the project; therefore, no further revisions are warranted.
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Comment Letter 1: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service
(September 26, 2012)

1-A

1-B
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Response to Comment Letter 1: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service
(September 26, 2012)

1-A

1-B

1-C

Thank you for your comments. The participation of the U.S. Department of Agriculture in the
public review of the document is appreciated. The commenter describes the history and purpose
of the Pacific Crest Trail (PCT) and states that the Draft EIS/EIR does not comply with BLM
Manual Policy Direction 6250 for National Scenic and Historic Trails or follow direction to
safeguard the nature and purpose of National Trails.

As stated in Section 1.3 and Section 4-16 of the EIS/EIR, the Cameron Ridge segment of the
Pacific Crest Trail passes within one mile of the northwest portion of the project area, north of SR
58. Manual Transmittal Sheet (MS) 6250 specifically refers to National Scenic and Historic Trail
Administration (Public).

The BLM MS 6250 addresses specific functions delegated to the BLM from the Secretary of the
Interior pursuant to the National Trails System Act. The manual describes the following: (1) how
to conduct National Scenic or Historic Trail Feasibility Studies; (2) how to administer a National
Scenic or Historic Trail upon designation by Congress; and, (3) the responsibilities of National
Scenic or Historic Trail Administrators. Additionally, the manual identifies data and records
management requirements. The EIS/EIR addresses these requirements by addressing potential
visual impacts from the Pacific Crest Trail within Section 4.18, Visual Resources (refer to KOP 1
analysis). The presented analysis and Interim VRM designation were completed consistent with
theintent of BLM M S 6250 requirements and conducted in coordination with BLM.

The commenter states that it is unacceptable to use the rationale that since development has
aready occurred on the private land adjacent to the federal component of the project, it is
acceptable to place wind turbines within the project site. The commenter also states that the
turbines along the ridgelines are of particular concern because they do not meet best management
practices for avoiding impacts to the PCT and the commenter requests a visual analysis from the
PCT-trail platform along with the removal/relocation of turbines that create the highest level of
contrast within the project.

As noted in response to comment 1-A, the BLM Manua 6250 specifies how to administer the
National Scenic and Historic Trails. The Pacific Crest Trail is a Nationa Trail and as quoted by
the commenter, Section 1.6-1 of the MS 6250 states that the National Trail Administrator shall
provide for maximum compatible outdoor recreation potential... of the areas and associated
settings through which such trails may pass...” The EIS/EIR addresses these requirements by
addressing potential visual impacts from the Pacific Crest Trail within Section 4.18, Visud
Resources (refer to KOP 1 anaysis). The presented analysis and Interim VRM designation were
completed consistent with the intent of BLM MS 6250 requirements and conducted in
coordination with BLM.

The commenter states that the Visua Resource Management (VRM) objective should have
established the PCT asaVRM Class |1 or Class |11 and states that the finding of a significant and
unavoidable impact under CEQA does not meet the intent for management of national scenic
trails. The commenter also requests an assessment and disclosure of substantial interference with
the nature and purposes of the PCT and requests offsite mitigation for project impacts.

As stated in Sections 3.18 and 4.18 of the EIS/EIR, the turbines visible in the view from the PCT
key observation point would be located within BLM lands and are assigned an interim VRM
Class V. As such, this class allows for strong contrast that can demand attention and is dominant
in the landscape.
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In regards to the purpose of the PCT, the 1968 National Trails System Act describes the purpose
of national scenic trails as follows: National scenic trails ... will be extended trails so located as to
provide for maximum outdoor recreation potential and for the conservation and enjoyment of the
nationally significant scenic, historic, natural, or cultura qualities of natural, or cultural qualities
of the areas through which such trails may pass.

The Project site islocated over one mile east of the PCT; therefore, the Project would not directly
interfere with any recreation activities which constitute the nature and purpose of the PCT. Also,
as discussed above, the BLM's interim VRM class provides for strong contrasts in the
surrounding environment. The EIS/EIR acknowledges that turbines would present strong
structura contrast of form, line, color and texture against the existing landscape from the PCT
key observation point. However, because the entire AEWP falls within Class IV interim
designations, this level of contrast would conform with the applicable BLM policy, which
accommodates strong levels of visual contrast.

Nonetheless, the EISEIR states the Project’s impacts to the existing visual character are
significant and unavoidable.

The commenter requests rewording of MM 4.18-5. The commenter also provides the process for
relocation of the PCT.

The commenter references the Optimal Location Review Process for procedures regarding
relocation of the PCT. As written, MM 4.18-5, already requires consultation with the U.S. forest
Service, the BLM and the Pacific Crest Trail Association. Therefore, the MM has been revised to
include areference to the Optimal Location Review Process, as shown in Section 7.2:

MM 4.18-5 Evaluate and Implement PCT Route Enhancement. Priorto-the-issuance-of-a
Netice-to—Proceed-by—the BLEM In order to mitigate for impacts that do not
substantially interfere with the nature and purpose of the PCT, the project
proponent shall consult and coordinate with the U.S. Forest Service, the BLM, and
the Pacific Crest Trail Association to develop areute-enhancement-plan an off-site
mitigation plan for the Pacific Crest Trail. The plan shall be submitted for review
and approval to the BLM and U.S. Forest Service prior to BLM issuing a Notice to

Proceed and commlssonlng of the wind turblnes The repert M shall |dent|fy

Iand acqwsm on opportunltles to protect the PCT corrldor and to improve the PCT
recreation and scenic opportunities commensurate with the recreation and visual
impacts. The provisions shall be designed to apply to those areas where the project
would be most visible from the existing trail. If directed by the BLM, in
consultation with the U.S. Forest Service, the project proponent shall provide funds
for acquisition within one year of issuance of the wind turbine generator building

permit.

Land acquisition will be based on the concepts developed in the Draft Pacific Crest

National Scenic Trail Best Management Practices to Mitigate Scenery Impacts
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from Conflicting Land Uses (USFS, BLM June 2012). Under these Best
M anagement Practices (BMP), the mitigation ratio for land acquisition is calculated
by using the distance of the project from the PCT, the distance adong the trail that
the project is visible to trail users, and the contrast created by the project to the
characteristic scenery. Under the preferred alternative, the closest the project is to
the trail is 1.2 miles (middleground distance zone), is visible to trail users for
approximately 1.5 miles, and creates a _moderate to high contrast to the
characteristic scenery. Using this scenario, the ration for land acquisition would be

1:1. Thus, the acres to be acquired off-site for mitigation to impacts to 1.8 square

miles would be 1,152 acres.
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Comment Letter 2: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (September 27, 2012)

2-A

2-B
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cont.
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cont.
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cont.
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Response to Comment Letter 2: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(September 27, 2012)

2-A

2-C

2-D

2-E

Thank you for your comments. The participation of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in
the public review of this document is appreciated. The commenter states that the U.S. EPA has
reviewed the Draft EISEIR pursuant to the National Environmental Quality Act (NEPA) and has
provided comments. The commenter further states that the U.S. EPA is pleased with the BLM’s
preferred aternative and commends the early resources analyses and agency coordination that
resulted in the evaluation of 7 dternatives.

Thank you for your comments; they have been included in the record for this project.

The commenter states that the U.S. EPA is concerned about potential impacts to air quality and site
hydrology, and continues to have concerns raised in the scoping comments regarding cumulative
impacts. The commenter further recommends that the Applicant and the BLM continue to work
closely with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to protect habitat connectivity for special status
species and avoid avian bird strikes. The commenter also recommends that the Final EIS integrate
the latest analyses from, and demonstrate the project’ s consistency with the DRECP.

Please see the responses below to specific comments, regarding the issues described in your
introductory comments.

The commenter states that starting October 1, 2012, EPA headquarters will not accept paper copies
or CDs of EISs for officia filing purposes. Submissions must be made through the EPA’s new
electronic EIS submittal tool: e-NEPA.

The BLM will submit the Fina EISEIR through e-NEPA.

The commenter has provided a summary of EPA environmental impact rating definitions as a
background to the comment letter and provide details for EPA determinations of environmental
impact of the action and adequacy of the impact statement.

Kern County and the BLM would like to thank you for your comment and providing the EPA
environmental impact rating definitions.

The commenter states concerns with the cumulative impacts of the project, even after the
incorporation of mitigation measures and notes that the project will result in significant and
unavoidable impacts to air quality. The commenter provides several recommendations for revisions
to the analysis. Specifically, the commenter requests that the Final EIS (FEIS) and Record of
Decision (ROD) include a commitment to implement all mitigation measures; that the FEIS include
a description of how the MMs will be made enforceable; that the ROD include MMs from the
South Coast Air Quality Management Digtrict’'s (SCAQMD) Rule 403; that the FEIS and ROD
include a commitment to minimize disturbance; and that the document provide support for the
conclusion that Alternative C would result in reduced emissions.

With regard to the introductory comments regarding concerns with the projects potential
cumulative impacts to Air Quality, a response to this topic has been provided below under item 2-F
because that comment provides specific comments regarding cumulative impacts.

With regard to the recommendations made by the commenter, the Fina EIS/EIR and Record of
Decision (ROD) issued by the BLM will include the commitment to implement al approved
mitigation measures, and a discussion of the enforcement of the mitigation measures will be
included in the Final EISEIR.
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The air quality mitigation measures included in the Draft EISEIR are considered adequate and
enforceable for this project and this project’s air basin. The requested implementation of mitigation
requirements from the SCAQMD’s adopted Rule and Regulations is not required because the
SCAQMD is in another air basin and the project is not located within the jurisdiction of the
SCAQMD. As described in Chapter 3.2, Air Resources, of the EIS/EIR, the project is located
entirely in the Mojave Desert Air Basin (MDAB), which encompasses over 20,000 square miles of
California’s desert. The MDAB consists of the eastern half of Kern County, the northern desert
portion of Los Angeles County, most of San Bernardino County, and eastern Riverside County. The
eastern portion of Kern County where the AEWP is located is regulated by the Eastern Kern Air
Pollution Control District (EKAPCD).

The EIS/EIR includes reguirements to minimize disturbance areas; See Mitigation Measure MM
4.21-2, which requires that the grading plans minimize the area required for temporary construction
work and operational activities.

With regard to the statement on Page ES-8; the statement was written erroneoudly, and should have
been written to explain that Alternative C would result in a 20 percent reduction in construction
emissions and dightly less O&M emissions. This reduction would come from a 20 percent
reduction in overdl project features, and thus a direct 20 percent decrease in construction and less
operational emissions when compared to that of Alternative A. Therefore, as shown in Section 7.3,
the Final EISEIR has been corrected to indicate that Alternative C would:

* Result in 20 80 percent lower annual total construction emissions and dightly less O&M
emissions.

2-F This commenter commends the use of the EKAPCD’s Rule 402 to reduce PM emissions during
construction; aswell as MM 4.2-3 to further reduce fugitive dust on unpaved roads. The commenter
seeks to modify/enhance quantitative emission estimates to consider Tier 4 non-road engine use
during construction. Furthermore, the commenter seeks to modify/enhance the mitigation measures
proposed to reduce air quality impacts.

Section 3.2.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR describes existing federal and state vehicle emissions standards,
however, the Draft EIS/EIR does not require a discussion of the various emissions standards for the
different classifications of on-road and off-road vehicles because Mitigation Measure 4.2-2 includes
the classifications of off-road and on-road vehicle specification requirements.

On December 9, 2004, the California Air Resources Board adopted the final rule introducing Tier 4
emission standards, which was approved by the office of Adminigtrative Law on December 7, 2005,
that are to be phased-in over the period of 2008-2015. This regulaion covers the emissions
requirements for new off-road compression-ignition (diesel) engines and is nearly identical to the
federal Tier 4 regulations approved earlier in 2004 [69 FR 38957-39273, 29 Jun 2004]. This
regulatory requirement only applies to new equipment, so it will take years beyond the
implementation date for equipment fleets to have significant numbers of available Tier 4 equipment.
Additionally, the Tier 4 emission standard requirements for the larger construction equipment
(greater than 75 horsepower) that will be used for project construction are not phased in until 2011
through 2014 for interim Tier 4 standards and fina Tier 4 standards are not phased in until after
2014 or 2015. The project’s construction years are anticipated to occur between 2013 and 2014;
therefore, it is not considered reasonable to require that the project's construction off-road
equipment meet Tier 4 engine standards. The availability of such Tier 4 engines for the project’s
construction timeframe is currently unknown and MM 4.2-2 requires off-road egquipment to meet
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Tier 3 standards. This requirement does not preclude the project proponent form using of any Tier 4
compliant equipment if it becomes available.

Data is not currently available regarding the potential availability of specific engine tiers by
equipment type; however, the EISEIR includes a listing of off-road equipment that will be used
during construction of the project (See page 11 of “Appendix B — Emissions Caculations’ of

Appendix G).
The project applicant would be required by law to meet all applicable state and local requirements,

50 there is no need to include such a stipulation in the ROD; however, the air quaity mitigation
measures will be included in the ROD.

The commenter seeks to modify/enhance cumulative construction analysis. The commenter notes
that the EISJEIR demonstrates that cumulative construction impacts, in conjunction with other
foreseeable projects, would exceed EKAPCD thresholds for VOCs, NOx, PM 10, and PM2.5; and
that cumulative operational impacts would exceed the thresholds for PM10. Additiondly, the
commenter makes several recommendations including: development of a phased construction
schedule for multiple projects; further cumulative impact analysis; description of emissions for the
high speed rail; the need for additional mitigation; and development of a traffic management plan.

As noted in Section 4.2.10.7 of the EIS/EIR, the AEWP would have temporary significant and
avoidable impacts related to air quality standards during construction, and the addition of emissions
from other cumulative projects would only worsen those air quaity impacts. Therefore, the
cumulative impacts during construction would be significant and unavoidable. During operations, the
emissions from the AEWP would be well below the EKAPCD thresholds of significance (see Table
4.2-4). However, the cumulative project mitigated operation emissions (see Table 4.2-10) exceed
the EKAPCD threshold of significance for PM10. Therefore, the operational cumulative projects
emissions are cumulatively considerable and would have significant and unavoidable impacts to
regional air quality. Mitigation measures have been incorporated to reduce these impacts as
feasible; however, the existence of other previoudy approved projects precludes the ability to
reduce these impacts to aless than significant level.

The recommended imposition of a phased construction schedule for the various proposed wind
projects within Kern County is not practical primarily that a number of wind projects are already
under construction. Additiondly, it is believed that while there will be some overlap in these
projects construction, market forces will aso limit construction overlap due to availability of
equipment resources. The cumulative construction emissions table (Table 4.2-9) shows the worst-
case cumulative emissions potential assuming all projects worst case construction periods overlap.
The actual cumulative congtruction emissions are likely to be lower than the values shown in these
tables.

The cumulative impacts analysis included in the EISEIR provides an analysis of known wind
energy projects located within the Mojave Air Basin; aswell as an analysis of dl proposed projects
located within six miles of the project border and those within one mile of the project border for the
purposes of regional and localized cumulative impact assessment, respectively. The use of a one
mile border for assessing impacts to localized sensitive receptors is considered reasonable both
based on the amount of dispersion that would occur downwind of one mile and the fact that a one
mile border for this large project site, which extends dmost four miles from east to west and almost
three miles from south to north, actually covers an areaof nearly 20 square miles.

With regard to the recommendation that impacts from the High Speed Rail Project be incorporated
into the cumulative analysis, it is noted that the Draft EISEIR has provided emissions for
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cumulative projects where emission estimates are available. However, emission estimates for the
segment of the High Speed Rail Project located in Mojave, near the AEWP site, are not publically
available at the time of this writing. As noted on the California High-Speed Rail Authority website
(http:/vww.cahighspeedrail .ca.gov), “Due to the large scope of the project... the environmental
review is being conducted in two parts: at the statewide level followed by a more specific project-
level review of each of the nine sections of the system. Each project section is moving through this
process at a different pace.” At the time of this writing; the “Bakersfield to Pamdale” segment of
the high-speed rail, which is located partialy in eastern Kern County, is still in preliminary stages
and specific emission estimates are not yet available. Therefore, it would be specul ative to estimate
emissions from this project to include in the cumulative analysis at thistime.

With regard to the request that the project be required to develop a traffic management plan,
Mitigation Measure 4.16-1 (Construction Traffic Control Plan) requires the project proponent to
prepare and submit a Construction Traffic Control Plan which includes specifying both
congtruction-related vehicle travel and oversize load haul routes, minimizing construction traffic
during A.M. and P.M. peak hours, distributing construction traffic flow from State Routes 14 and
58 across dternative routes to access the AEWP site, minimizing use of Oak Creek Road, and
avoiding residential neighborhoods to the maximum extent feasible.

The commenter seeks to modify/enhance air quality analysis and MM 4.6-2 to further address
public health effects of air quality emissions on sensitive receptors. The commenter notes that the
Final EIS/EIR should expand the air quality impact analysis to include a detailed discussion of the
potential health effects to sensitive receptors (with particular emphasis on children’s hedth given
the proximity of schoolsto the Project site) from exposure to PM10 and PM2.5, as well astoxic air
contaminants. Commenter further requests that advanced notification requirements within MM 4.6-
2 include specifications related to potential health effects of PM10 and PM2.5, as well as toxic air
contaminants.

Mitigation Measure MM 4.6-2 (Natification to Property Owners) requires at least 30 days prior to
the commencement of grading or building and/or a Notice to Proceed, the project proponent shall
mail a copy of the construction schedule to property owners within 1,000 feet of the project site.
The purpose of this notification shall be so that property owners are informed as to the time and
location of disturbance. Updates shall be provided as necessary.

While the project site does have several residentia property owners located within 1,000 feet of the
project site boundary, and one that would be within 700 feet of a wind turbine site, in generd
Eastern Kern County is sparsely populated and the overall number of residential properties directly
adjacent to the project site is relatively low, and the project site itself is very large at over 2,500
acres with an overal fence line boundary of over 18 miles. Additionally, the project’s construction
emissions will be distributed at many locations throughout the project site so no single receptor site
would be located near a large proportion of the construction emissions. Finally, air pollution
emissions reduction mitigation measures have been included to reduce both equipment tailpipe and
fugitive dust emissions to reduce air pollutant emissions and public exposure to levels that were
determined to be less than significant.

The commenter seeks to modify/enhance greenhouse gas anaysis by recommending severa
potential new mitigation strategies.

This project would indirectly cause a large reduction in greenhouse gas emissions through the
reduction of fossil fuel fired power generation, and the project was found to have less than
significant greenhouse gas/climate change impacts. In fact, the overal greenhouse gas emissions
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reductions that would be achieved by this renewable energy project, emissions reductions that dwarf
the construction and operation greenhouse gas emissions, are considered a beneficial impact.
Consistent with these findings no greenhouse gas emissions mitigation for the project’ s construction
and operation, other than those that would indirectly occur through the air quality mitigation
measures, have been determined to be necessary. However, as noted in the Draft EISEIR, the
project would have to meet all applicable current, and potentially future, greenhouse gas emission
reduction measures required by law such as those required under the California Green Buildings
Initiative. Therefore, the incorporation of mitigation measures to address Greenhouse Gas emissions
isnot required.

2-J The commenter requests enhancement of the Vegetation Resources anaysis through further
evaluation of potential impacts to on-site drainages and ephemeral washes.

The following additions to Mitigation Measure MM 4.17-4 have been incorporated to avoid and

minimize direct and indirect impacts to ephemeral washes (such as erasion, migration of channels,

and local scour) and onsite drainages:

MM 4.17-4 Best Management Practices for ActivitiesIn or Near Ephemeral Drainages.

Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits by the County and/or a Notice to Proceed by

the BLM, the project proponent shall submit a plan which demonstrates how the project

proponent will implement all mitigation measures and conditions contained within the Streambed

Alteration Agreement obtained from the California Department of Fish and Game for impacts to

jurisdictional areas. In addition, the following Best Management Practices shall be implemented

during al construction activity in or near ephemeral drainages.

1. Vehicles and equipment shall not be operated in ponded or flowing water except as
described in the Streambed Alteration Agreement.

2. The project proponent shall minimize road building, construction activities, and vegetation
clearing within ephemeral drainages to the extent feasible.

3. The project proponent shall not allow water containing mud, silt, or other pollutants from
grading or other activities to enter ephemeral drainages or be placed in locations that may be
subjected to high storm flows.

4. Spoil sites shall not be located within 30 feet from the boundaries of drainages or in loca
tions that may be subjected to high storm flows, where spoils might be washed back into
drainages.

5.  Raw cement/concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, paint or other coating material, oil or
other petroleum products, or any other substances that could be hazardous to vegetation or
wildlife resources, resulting from project-related activities, shall be prevented from con-
taminating the soil and/or entering ephemeral drainages.

6. When operations are completed, any excess materials or debris shall be removed from the
work area. No rubbish shall be deposited within 150 feet of the high water mark of any
drainage.

7.  No equipment maintenance shall occur within 150 feet of any ephemeral drainage where
petroleum products or other pollutants from the equipment may enter these areas under any
flow.

8. Avoid placing turbine support structures in aquatic features to the maximum extent
practicable.

9. Natural washes shall be used for flood control, to the maximum extent practicable.
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10. The number of road crossings over waters shall be minimized to the extent feasible and
necessary crossings shall be designed to provide adequate flow-through during storm events
to the maximum extent practicable.

The commenter suggests including a commitment in the Final EIS/EIR to pursue opportunities to
restore or enhance other lands within the watershed to replace desert wash functions lost on the
project site and to demonstrate, and ensure, no net loss of desert wash resource function.

Mitigation Measure 4.21-1 (Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan) requires mitigation for
permanent loss of desert wash and riparian habitat at a minimum 3:1 ratio, and due to the large
size of the watershed and the nature of the desert washes on the project site, the mitigation lands
would likely be within the same watershed. Permanent impacts may be mitigated through a
conservation easement, acquisition and conservation of off-site lands, onsite restoration,
mitigation banking, or a combination of these approaches. However, specific locations of
compensatory lands have not been identified in the mitigation measure in order to alow
flexibility in meeting the needs of Kern County and the BLM as well as additional agencies that
may require compensatory mitigation to work together to identify specific compensatory lands
that will provide the most meaningful benefit to the target resources. As described in Section
4.17.3, this requirement for compensatory mitigation would contribute to the minimization of
impacts to desert wash resources under NEPA and the reduction of the impact to a less-than-
significant level under CEQA. Neither CEQA nor NEPA have a no-net-loss standard, although it
is noted that permit requirements for impacts to Waters of the State issued by the Regional Water
Quality Control Board and/or CDFG may impose additional requirements.

The commenter requests clarification to the potential effects of required fencing on drainage
systems.

As discussed in Section 2.0, during the construction period, temporary fencing would be installed
around staging areas, storage yards, and excavation areas to limit public access. In addition,
permanent security fencing would be ingtalled in accordance with Kern County zoning
requirements, which alow either fencing the perimeter of the entire AEWP property or fencing
each wind turbine generator (WTG) cluster or row independently. At this time, it has not been
determined which of these options would be used. Therefore, the location of permanent fencing and
potentia effects of fencing on drainage systems cannot be determined at thistime. To address this,
the following additions to Mitigation Measure MM 4.19-4 have been incorporated to address
potentia fencing impacts to drainage:

MM 4.19-4 Submit a Drainage Design Plan. Prior to issuance of grading/building permits
from the County, and/or a Notice to Proceed from the BLM, the project proponent shall submit a
Drainage Design Plan to the BLM and the Kern County Department of Engineering, Survey and
Permits Services for review. The plan shall include provisions for the following:

1. Groundcover for the new substation shall be comprised of a pervious and/or high-roughness
material (for example, gravel) to the maximum extent feasible, in order to ensure maximum
percolation of rainfall after construction.

2. Detention/retention basins shall be installed to reduce local increases in runoff, particularly
on frequent runoff events (up to 10 year frequency).

3. Downstream drainage discharge points shall be provided with erosion protection and
designed such that flow hydraulics exiting the site mimic the natural conditions as much as
possible.
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4. On-site drainage from impervious surfaces (e.g., roads, driveways, buildings) shall be
directed to acommon drainage basin;

The project shall design asfew basins as possible for the entire development; and;

Where feasible, mass grading and contouring shall be done in away to direct surface runoff
towards the above-referenced basins (and/or closed depressions); and,

I~

Identify the location of all temporary and permanent fencing and method to ensure that
fencing will not entrain debris/sediment or interfere with natural flow patterns to the
maximum extent practicable.

The commenter seeks clarification on andyzed alternatives consistency with provisions of
Executive Order 11988.

As discussed in Section 4.19 (Water Resources), according to FEMA, development is permitted in
Flood Hazard Areas provided that the development complies with loca floodplain management
ordinances. All analyzed dternatives would fully comply with al applicable floodplain
management ordinances in accordance with FEMA'’ s regulations on development in Flood Hazard
Areas. Therefore, project dternatives would be consistent with provisions of Executive Order
11988.

The commenter requests additiona information regarding potential drawdown and cumulative
impacts to the Fremont Valley Groundwater Basin.

As discussed in Section 4.19.3.2, temporary construction water requirements would be supplied by
Mojave Public Utility District (MPUD) and/or Tehachapi-Cummings County Water District
(TCCWD) in compliance with existing water management plans and per a one-time purchase
agreement for up to 150 acre-feet, which is within the available supply for these purveyors.
Operational water requirements would be met by pumping water from the Fremont Valley
Groundwater Basin using an on-site supply well. Operationa water requirements of 0.224 acre feet
per year (afy) are far below California Senate Bill 267 threshold of 75 afy to define an action as a
“Project” under Senate Bill 610, and a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) is therefore not required
(athough one has nevertheless been prepared and isincluded as EIS/EIR Appendix 1).

Mitigation Measure 4.19-5 (Develop a Water Supply Contingency Plan) would ensure that project
aternatives do not exacerbate long-term overdraft conditions, if present in local groundwater
basin(s). Mitigation Measure 4.19-7 (Develop Master Drought Water Management and Water
Conservation Education Programs) would ensure that appropriate water conservation efforts are
implemented during drought years to avoid adverse water supply effects. If use of an on-site
groundwater supply well(s) is not feasible during operations, 0.224 afy would be purchased from
MPUD and/or TCCWD and trucked to the site as an dternative method. The WSA included as
EISEIR Appendix | indicates that these purveyors have sufficient water supply availability to meet
operational water requirements.

The commenter recommends that the Final EIS/EIR provide an update on the federal Endangered
Species Act consultation process and include the Biological Opinion as an appendix, if available.
The commenter recommends that mitigation and monitoring measures that result from
consultation with USFWS be included in the Final EISEIR and, ultimately, the ROD. The
commenter suggests adding a discussion to the Final EISEIR regarding coordination with
USFWS and CDFG and their review of the surveying, monitoring, and reporting protocols
completed to date, and recommends the inclusion of a commitment to consistent application of
USFWS- and CFDG-supported methods in future protection and mitigation efforts. The
commenter recommends coordination with the USFWS to incorporate recommendations from the
USFWS Land-Based Wind Energy Guidelinesinto the Final EIS/EIR and ROD.
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The BLM is currently consulting with the USFWS under Section 7 of the ESA. A Biological
Opinion has not yet been issued for the proposed project. Mitigation and monitoring measures to
protect sensitive biological resources have been identified in Sections 4.17 (Vegetation
Resources) and 4.21 (Wildlife Resources) of the Draft EISEIR. These measures have been
developed by Kern County and the BLM to minimize and mitigate impacts under CEQA and
NEPA. Any additional measures that may be determined by USFWS and/or CDFG to be required
to minimize impacts under the federal and California Endangered Species Acts, respectively, will
be included in applicable take permits that have not yet been finalized. With regard to
coordination with CDFG and USFWS with respect to survey, monitoring, and reporting, the
Biological Resources Report for the project (Appendix D-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS) states that a
Biological Survey Plan, which detailed the proposed field survey methods, was submitted to the
Cdlifornia Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS),
and the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) on June 9, 2010. Minor comments from CDFG were
received on August 18, 2010 (Sloan pers. comm., 2010). No comments were received from
USFWS or the BLM (page 1-1). Comments received from CDFG were incorporated into the
survey plan. With regard to the USFWS Wind Energy Guidelines, these guidelines are voluntary,
and were one source of information used in the impact analysis and mitigation approach
identified in Section 4.21 (Wildlife Resources).

The commenter recommends identification of specific measures to reduce impacts to golden
eagles, and specification of how approval of the proposed project would comply with the MBTA
and BGEPA. The commenter recommends identifying the applicability of recently finalized
permit regulations under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (50 CFR Parts 13 and 22) and
the process for the proposed project. The commenter recommends site-specific risk mapping for
avian species of concern as a means to site turbines in lower risk areas within the project area
The commenter suggests discussing the applicability of the recent Eagle Conservation Plan
Guidelines to the proposed project and compensatory mitigation to reduce the effects of permitted
mortality to a no-net-loss standard (as applicable). The commenter also requests the inclusion of
the Final Eagle Conservation Plan as an appendix to the Final EISEIR. The commenter suggests
curtailing turbine operation during critical hours to minimize adverse effects, and requests that the
Final EISEIR include a description of design practices to minimize collision and electrocution
effects from the proposed transmission line.

The project proponent is currently consulting with the USFWS regarding potential take
authorization for golden eagle, and is developing an Eagle Conservation Plan as a component of
this process. A draft version of the Eagle Plan was included in Appendix D-30 of the Draft
EISIEIR. The plan is still in draft form and a final version of the plan is not yet available.
Additionally, the selection of the Agency Preferred Alternative would reduce the likelihood of
impacts to golden eagles. The northern portion of the project is located within a single eagle
territory and would not be approved with the selection of Alternative C (or 3).

With regard to specific measures to reduce impacts to golden eagles, please see Mitigation
Measures 4.21-1 (Designated Biologist), 4.21-2 (Wildlife Impact Avoidance and Minimization),
4.21-3 (Pre-Construction Surveys and Minimization Measures for Special-Status Wildlife and
Nesting Birds), 4.17-1 (Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan), 4.17-5 (Weed Control Plan),
4.2-1 (Construction Fugitive Dust Emission Reduction), and 4.2-3 (Operation Fugitive Dust and
Equipment Emission Reduction). As described in Section 4.21.3.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, these
measures would require biological monitoring during construction activities, worker
environmental awareness training, restoration of temporarily impacted areas, compensation for
permanently impacted habitat at a minimum 1:1 ratio, minimization of impact areas, and control
of fugitive dust. Mitigation Measure 4.21-3 specifically addresses golden eagles and requires
preconstruction nest surveys and a ¥+mile no-activity buffer around any active nests with a direct
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line of sight to the work area. If the work area is not within direct view of the nest, the no-
disturbance buffer would be 660 feet, unless adjusted in consultation with CDFG and/or USFWS.
Operational impacts to golden eagles would be minimized through implementation of Mitigation
Measures 4.21-6 (Avian and Bat Protection Plan), 4.21-7 (Eagle Conservation Plan), 4.21-8
(Lighting Specifications to Minimize Bird and Bat Collisions), 4.21-9 (Minimize Avian and Bat
Turbine Strikes), 4.21-10 (Post-Construction Breeding Monitoring), 4.21-11 (Post-Construction
Avian and Bat Mortality Monitoring), and 4.21-12 (Supplemental Measures for Unanticipated
Significant Impacts). These measures are described in detail in sections 4.21.3.3 and 4.21.11 of
the Draft EIR/EIS. See also the Draft Eagle Conservation Plan in Appendix D-30 of the Draft
EIS/EIR. Mitigation Measure 4.21-13 requires the project proponent to engineer and construct all
power lines in accordance with the most current Avian Power Line Interaction Committee
standards to minimize collision and electrocution risks along the gen-tie line.

The commenter requests that the Final EIS/EIR include the results of any Endangered Species
Act (ESA) consultation with the USFWS regarding the California condor, and to demonstrate
how the project will comply with the MBTA for this species. The commenter requests the condor
be included in the Final Avian and Bat Protection Plan, or the development of a protection plan
specific to the condor. The commenter requests a discussion of the potential for the transmission
towers to provide attractive perching and roosting opportunities for the condor. The commenter
reguests an el aboration on the Condor Monitoring System with specific details to be addressed.

Please see the Response to Comment 2-N regarding the status of the Section 7 consultation,
which includes the California condor. The California Condor is covered in the Section 7
consultation process which has been in process with the FWS for the last few months. An ABPP
or Eagle Conservation Strategy will be utilized to assess impacts and to identify measures to
reduce impactsto eagles. The commenter is correct that transmission towers have the
potential to provide perching and roosting opportunities for condors, although given the location
of the proposed gen-tie with respect to the current activity areas of condors, this likelihood is low.
Mitigation Measure 4.21-13 (Avian Power Line Interaction Committee [APLIC] Standards)
requires power collection and transmission facilities to be designed to be raptor-safe in
accordance with the Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on Power Lines: The Sate of the
Art in 2006 and Mitigating Bird Collisions with Power Lines: The State of the Art in 1994.
Implementation of this measure would minimize the attractiveness of gen-tie line towers to
condors for perching and roosting; therefore reducing potential impacts.

The commenter recommends identifying compensatory lands for the project, or quantifying
available lands for compensatory habitat mitigation for this project as well as reasonably
foreseeable projects in Eastern Kern. The commenter requests a clear timetable for compensatory
mitigation be specified and adopted in the ROD. The commenter suggests that the Final EISEIR
and ROD should incorporate, for each affected resource, the mechanisms that would protect into
perpetuity al compensatory lands that are selected. The commenter requests that Kern County
and the BLM commit, in the Final EISEIR and ROD, to exclude the non-developed portion of
the subject ROW from further disturbance or development, as was agreed on the Desert Sunlight
Solar Farm, based on the proposed project’s resource analyses and the decision to select the
proposed project’s footprint to minimize environmental impacts (e.g., the 318-acre northern
parcel not included in Alternative C).

Please see the Response to Comment 2-J regarding maintaining flexibility with respect to location
of the compensatory lands in order to alow selection of lands that would provide the most
meaningful benefit to the target species/resources.

Regarding the request for a clear timetable for compensatory mitigation, Mitigation Measure
4.17-1 (Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan) has been revised to state that prior to the
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issuance of grading permits that would result in the disturbance of lands that warrant
compensatory mitigation, the project proponent will acquire the appropriate conservation
easement over replacement lands. This measure has also been revised to provide details on fee
title and conservation easements on the compensation lands to ensure that the lands remain in
conservation in perpetuity. With regard to the request to exclude the non-devel oped portion of the
subject ROW (project area) from further and future development, the BLM and Kern County note
that no further applications have been submitted at this time. Additionally, all permanent losses of
desert wash and riparian habitat will be compensated for, as described in MM 4.17-1; therefore,
further mitigation is not warranted.

The commenter requests an evaluation of the impacts of global climate change on the project and
potential impacts on the project’ s groundwater and wildlife resources.

Climate change impacts are limited to project-related emissons within the EISEIR. Potentia
global climate change impacts to groundwater and wildlife resources during 30-year operation of
the facility would extend beyond the scope of proposed aternatives and cumulative analysis.
Therefore, any analysis of global climate change impacts to the project or to groundwater and
wildlife resources, particularly beyond decommissioning, would be speculative and outside NEPA
and CEQA requirements.

The commenter requests a consistency analysis between proposed aternatives and the Desert
Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP).

The DRECP and the associated EIS/EIR are currently under preparation and not finalized.
Therefore, consistency of the proposed aternatives with any draft plan would be speculative. Based
on the most currently available DRECP maps, the Alta East Wind Project site is located within
DRECP Development Focused Areas (DFA), which identify areas found suitable for renewable
energy development.

The commenter recommends (1) that the Final EIS/EIR identify the tribes that were contacted for
consultation and describe the outcome of government-to-government consultation between the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and each of the tribal governments contacted; (2) discuss
issues that were raised, how those issues were addressed in relation to the proposed action, and how
impacts to tribal or cultural resources will be avoided or mitigated consistent with Executive Order
13175 and 13007; (3) update the Cultural Resources chapter to reflect the recommendations related
to tribal resources and revise the aternatives development and screening section to account for
tribal concerns; and (4) include the six additional tribal representatives copied on the comment letter
to ensure that they are provided the opportunity to participate in the ongoing government-to
government consultation for the project.

The Draft EISEIR included a listing of the tribes that were provided a copy of the documents
related to this document. As listed in Appendix C, a copy of the NOI/NOP was provided to the
Native American Heritage Council and identified tribal contacts. Additionally, as shown in the
distribution materials included with the Draft EISEIR, a copy of the Draft document was
distributed to 18 tribal contacts.

Additionally, the project includes a request to amend the circulation element of the Kern County
General Plan to remove reservations for future roads along section lines. Therefore, in compliance
with the requirements of Senate Bill (SB) 18, Kern County submitted a request for a Triba
Consultation List to the Native American Heritage Commission and Staff subsequently received a
list in response. On April 3, 2012, the County then mailed |etters to each of the listed tribes questing
their review and comments on the potential impacts on cultural places associated with each tribe by
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the project proposal. The County requested responses within 90 days, as required by SB 18, or by
July 3, 2012.

With regard to additional letters to tribes, the BLM has sent out additional tribal consultation letters
regarding cultural resources within the Project area. However, one comment letter, from the Kern
Valley Indian Community, has been received since last fall. The Cultural Resources chapter has
been updated to include information from this comment letter. The BLM has continued to consult
with the four tribal communities (Tubatulabals of Kern County, Kern Valley Indian Council,
Monache Intertribal Council, Nuui Cunni Interpretive Center [Kern River Paiute Council]) in which
they have been in contact with throughout the review of and prior to afina decision the project, in
order to fulfill their obligation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA)
and Executive Orders 13175 (Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments) and
13007 (Indian Sacred Sites). In addition, the BLM has added federally recognized tribes in Lone
Pine, Fort Independence Reservation, Big Pine, Bishop, and the Timbisha Shoshone of Dezath
Valley to this round of consultation.

The comments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.

February 2013 7.4-31 Alta East Wind Project (AEWP)
Final EIS



7. Responses to Comments Bureau of Land Management

Comment Letter 3: OPR State Clearinghouse (August 14, 2012);
(September 28, 2012)

3-A
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Response to Comment Letter 3: OPR State Clearinghouse (August 14, 2012);
(September 28, 2012)

3-A

3-B

Thank you for your comments. The participation of the OPR State Clearinghouse in the public
review of this document is appreciated. The commenter states that the State Clearinghouse
submitted the Draft EIS/EIR for selected agencies to review. It is stated further that the letter
acknowledges compliance with State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft environmental
documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. A comment letter from the
Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) (7/16/12) is attached.

Responses to the NAHC letter are provided in Response to Comment Letter 2.

The commenter states that the State Clearinghouse received a letter after the end of the state
review period, which closed on August 13, 2012. A letter from the RWQCB (dated 9/26/12) was
attached.

Responses to the RWQCB letter are provided in Response to Comment Letter 5.

The comments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisorsfor consideration.

Alta East Wind Project (AEWP) 7.4-42 February 2013

Final EIS



Bureau of Land Management 7. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter 4: Native American Heritage Commission (July 16, 2012)

4-A
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4-B,
cont.
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4-E

4-G
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4-H
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Response to Comment Letter 4: Native American Heritage Commission
(July 16, 2012)

4-A  Thank you for your comments. The participation of the Native American Heritage Commission in
the public review of this document is appreciated. The commenter provides an introduction to the
letter, states the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), and states that
the Lead Agency is required to assess whether the Project will have an adverse impact on cultural
resources within the area of potential effect, and if so, to mitigate that effect.

Kern County and the BLM have conducted an environmental analysis of cultural resource impacts
from the Project in accordance with CEQA. Section 4.4 of the Draft EISEIR provides the
environmental setting, impacts, and mitigation measures for this resource area.

4-B The commenter recommends early consultation with Native American tribes in the Project area and
with tribes and interested Native American tribes/individuals (provided alist).

With regard to consultation, Section 5.2.3 (Tribal Consultation) indicates that the BLM invited
Indian Tribesto consult on the AEWP on a government-to-government basis at the earliest stages of
project planning by letter on February 1, 2011. Since that time, the BLM has had no requests for
formal or informa meetings with Tribal governments, tribal staff, and tribal members and has
followed up with Tribal governments through additional correspondence, communication, and
provision of other project information. The BLM has also had individual face-to-face meetings
with various Tribal Governmentsin tribal chambers about this project along with triba cultural staff
and conducted afield visit to the project area.

Additionally, the project includes a request to amend the circulation element of the Kern County
Genera Plan to remove reservations for future roads along section lines. Therefore, in compliance
with the requirements of Senate Bill (SB) 18, Kern County submitted a request for a Triba
Consultation List to the Native American Heritage Commission and Staff subsequently received a
list in response. On April 3, 2012, the County then mailed letters to each of the listed tribes questing
their review and comments on the potential impacts on cultural places associated with each tribe by
the project proposal. The County requested responses within 90 days, as required by SB 18, or by
July 3, 2012.

4-C  The commenter recommends consultation conducted in compliance with the requirements of federal
Nationa Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA).

The BLM consults with Indian Tribes on a government-to-government basis in accordance with
severa authorities including NEPA, the NHPA, the American Indian Redligious Freedom Act, and
Executive Order 13007. Under Section 106 of the NHPA, the BLM consults with Indian Tribes as
part of its responsibilities to identify, evaluate, and resolve adverse effects on historic properties
affected by BLM undertakings. Consultation in compliance with the requirements of NEPA and the
NHPA was conducted for this project.

4-D  The commenter recommends confidentiality of “historic properties of religious and cultural
significance.”
Kern County and the BLM concur with your comment regarding confidentiality. As contained in

Appendix Q of the Draft EIS/EIR, the Cultural Resources Technical Report prepared for the Project
does not include maps or location descriptions of cultural resources.

4-E The commenter provides a discussion of the accidenta discovery of archaeological resources and/or
human remains.
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BLM Best Management Practices (BMPs) have been proposed to protect previoudy unidentified
cultural resources discovered during construction activities and the process to be followed in the
event of an accidental discovery of human remains during construction activities, including the
following BMP:

“Unexpected discovery of cultural or paleontological resources during construction shall be brought
to the attention of the responsible BLM authorized officer immediately. Work shall be halted in the
vicinity of the find to avoid further disturbance to the resources while they are being evaluated and
appropriate mitigation measures are being developed.”

4-F The commenter states that consultation on specific projects must be the result of an ongoing
relationship between Native American tribes and Kern County and the BLM, project proponents
and their contractors.

See Response to Comment 4-B.

4-G  The commenter states that when Native American cultural sites and/or burial sites are prevalent
within the project site, ‘avoidance’ of the site is recommended.

See Response to Comment 4-E.
4-H A Native American contact list is provided.
See Response to Comment 4-B.

The comments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Comment Letter 5: Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
(September 26, 2012)
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Ms. Kitchen -3- September 26, 2012

evaluated. We request that the Draft EIS/EIR include an evaluation of the need for new
roads if existing roads may be used for both permanent and temporary
access/maintenance roads, and identify all potential impacts to hydrology and water 5-A,
quality as a result of roadway construction. Avoidance and minimization measures to
reduce those impacts to a less than significant level need to be evaluated in the
environmental review process.

cont.

Minimize Impacts to Landscape at Each Wind Turbine Generator Location

Water Board staff acknowledges and approves the analysis of ephemeral stream
crossings included in Appendix I-2 of the Draft EIS/EIR. We request that a similar
analysis and discussion be included for all of the other construction sites requiring
clearing, grubbing, or grading. We re-iterate the importance of minimizing impacts to
the landscape as a means of protecting natural drainage and water quality. Low-impact 5-B
development practices help maintain aquatic values and could also reduce local
infrastructure requirements and maintenance costs, as well as benefit air quality, open
space, and habitats. Maintaining natural drainage paths and landscape features will
help slow and filter runoff and maximize groundwater recharge.

Effect on Groundwater Recharge

The foothills of the Tehachapi Mountains are an important area for groundwater
recharge to the Willow Springs and Cache Peak Hydrologic Areas, and a portion of the
Project area may impact this recharge beneficial use. We request that the hydrology
analysis include a discussion of the groundwater recharge beneficial use in the Project
area and evaluate the potential loss of recharge due to disturbance of the area.

Beneficial Uses of Surface Waters

We request that the Draft EIS/EIR identify and list the beneficial uses of the identified
surface water resources, as outlined in the Basin Plan. Such identification and
discussion appeared to be omitted from the Draft EIS/EIR. We also request an
evaluation of the Project’s potential impacts to water quality with respect to those 5-D
beneficial uses. We reiterate that surface waters include named and unnamed
ephemeral streams, as well as seeps and springs that may also be seasonal. We
request the Draft EIS/EIR include alternatives to avoid those impacts or list specific
mitigation measures that, when implemented, minimize unavoidable impacts to a less
than significant level.

Disruption of Riparian Habitat Connectivity

Watersheds are complex natural systems in which physical, chemical, and biological

components interact to support the beneficial uses of water. Poorly planned

development upsets these natural interactions and degrades water quality through a 5-E
network of interrelated effects. One potential impact of a poorly-planned development

project on water quality is the disruption of riparian habitat connectivity. We
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Response to Comment Letter 5: Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
(September 26, 2012)

5-A  Thank you for your comments. The participation of the Lahontan Regiona Water Quality Control
Board in the public review of this document is appreciated. The commenter states that no
discussion was included regarding the necessity to build new roads rather than existing roads,
and, thereby, further potentially impacts hydrology and water quality. The commenter
recommends that the Draft EIS/EIR include a discussion in the hydrology study of the potential
impacts to riparian habitat connectivity, and what measures will be taken to avoid and minimize
such disruption.

Draft EIS/EIR Section 4.19 (Water Resources) analyzed the proposed access road configurations
provided in Section 2.0 (Project and Alternatives). Any limitations of existing internal site
circulation and necessity of new access roads (including proposed turbine locations and
topography) was considered and incorporated into the development of the proposed Project and
aternatives, as presented in Final EIS/EIR Section 2.0. Additionally, Mitigation Measures MM
4.19-2 (Submit a Road Plan to the BLM and Kern County for Review), MM 4.19-3 (Demonstrate
Compliance with Water Quality Permits), and MM (4.19-4 Submit a Drainage Design Plan)
ensure that any new access road construction would reduce any surface water quality impactsto a
less than significant level as these mitigation measures would ensure that new internal access
roads do not significantly alter existing drainage and hydrology within the site. As such, minimal
change to existing conditions would occur with respect to riparian habitat connectivity from all
onsite drainages and ephemeral washes. Additionally, as discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR on p.
4.21-13, new access road construction was evaluated with respect to potential wildlife movement
and migration corridor impacts. Potential impacts to riparian connectivity habitat would be
reduced to a less than significant level by implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.21-1
(Designated Biologist), 4.21-2 (Wildlife Impact Avoidance and Minimization), 4.21-3 (Pre-
Construction Surveys and Minimization Measures for Special-Status Wildlife and Nesting Birds),
4.2-1 (Construction Fugitive Dust Emission Reduction), and 4.2-3 (Operation Fugitive Dust and
Equipment Emission Reduction).

5-B  The commenter acknowledges and approves the analysis of ephemeral stream crossings that is
included in Appendix I-2 of the Draft EIS/EIR. The commenter requests that a similar analysis be
included for all other construction sites that required clearing, grubbing or grading for minimizing
impacts to natural drainage and water quality.

Analysis was provided regarding the effects of construction activities on crossings and water
quality. Appendix I-2 is considered part of the Draft EIS/EIR analysis provided in Section 4.19
(Water Resources). The requested discussion regarding potential impacts to on-site drainages and
ephemeral washes is provided in Draft EISEIR Sections 4.19 (Water Resources) and 4.17
(Vegetation Resources). As discussed in Section 4.19, Mitigation Measure 4.19-2 (Submit a Road
Plan to the BLM and Kern County for Review) would ensure that all planned access roads and
spur roads are appropriately designed to minimize or avoid adverse effects, including as related to
the potential for erosion, sedimentation, and flooding to occur. In addition, Mitigation Measure
4.19-4 (Submit a Drainage Design Plan) would minimize the potential for the proposed
development to accelerate stormwater runoff rates by requiring that alterations to the permeability
of surface materials that would occur under the Project, such as new surfaces and ground cover,
would be as permeable as possible; the Drainage Design Plan would also ensure that downstream
drainage discharge points are provided with an appropriate level of erosion protection in order to
mimic the natural conditions as much as possible.
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Similar comments were received from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (See Response
2-J, above) regarding the importance of minimizing impacts to protect natural drainage and water
quality. Therefore, as shown in Response 2-1, clarifications were made to Mitigation Measure
MM 4.17-4 to further avoid and minimize direct and indirect impacts to ephemeral washes.
These include requirements for the project proponent to avoid placing turbine support structures
in aguatic features to the maximum extent practicable; requirements to use natural washes for
flood control, to the maximum extent practicable; and requirements for the number of road
crossings over waters to be minimized to the extent feasible and any necessary crossings shall be
designed to provide adequate flow-through during storm events.

The commenter requests that the hydrology analysis include a discussion of groundwater recharge
beneficia use in the project area and evaluate the potential loss of recharge due to the disturbance
of the area.

The discussion of beneficial and potentially significant temporary and permanent impacts with
respect to groundwater recharge is provided in Draft EIS/EIR Section 4.19 (Water Resources) pp.
4.19-4, 4.19-5, and 4.19-10. As discussed in that section, Alternative A (Project) would result in
temporary disturbance to 657.90 acres of the 2,575-acre Project site, or approximately 25.5
percent of the overall Project site. The Fremont Valley Groundwater Basin underlies 523 sguare
miles (334,720 acres) of aluvial valley in eastern Kern County and northwestern San Bernardino
County and has a total storage capacity of 4,800,000 acre-feet. The temporary disturbance
acreage accounts for 0.2 percent of the total Fremont Valley Groundwater Basin. This nominal
amount of temporary disturbance associated with construction of the Project would be site-specific
and is not anticipated to adversely affect recharge in the Fremont Valley Groundwater Basin. With
regard to permanent disturbance, Table 2-3 (Alternative A, Approximate Dimensions of Project
Components and Estimated Temporary and Permanent Land Disturbance) notes that the Project
would result in permanent disturbance to 93.98 acres of the 2,575-acre Project site, or
approximately 3.6 percent of the overall Project site. Operation and maintenance of the Project
would not introduce any new impervious surfaces (in addition to those facilities introduced during
Project construction) that could interfere with groundwater recharge by reducing the amount of
surface area through which precipitation and surface water percolates to underlying aquifers. The
permanent disturbance acreage accounts for 0.03 percent of the total Fremont Valley Groundwater
Basin. This nominal amount of permanent disturbance associated with the Project is not
anticipated to affect recharge in the Fremont Valley Groundwater Basin.

Impacts associated with the groundwater recharge that could result from the introduction of new
impervious surfaces and the potential need to conduct dewatering activities would be less than
significant with implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures listed in Section 4.19.11.
Mitigation Measure 4.19-4 (Submit a Drainage Design Plan) would ensure that new impervious
areas are minimized, and designed to avoid potential adverse effects, including as related to
groundwater recharge.

This comment requests an evaluation of the Project’s potential impacts to ephemeral streams, as
well as seeps and springs that may be seasonal.

Please refer to the Response to Comment 5-B.

This comment requests that the hydrology analysis include a discussion of the potential impacts of
the Project to riparian habitat connectivity, and what measures will be taken to avoid and
minimize such disruption.

Please refer to the Response to Comments 5-A and 5-B.
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5-F  The commenter notes that nearly two dozen wind energy projects exist or are planned in eastern
Kern County and requests the County provide athorough analysis of cumulative impacts of WTG
projects on the environment, in addition to considering their environmental impacts as singular,
separate projects. The commenter further states the analysis should consider the point impacts of
all alternative energy projects planned and constructed within the watershed and evaluate the
potential impacts to groundwater recharge due to increased impervious surface and compacted
soils, changes in the hydrology of the respective watershed(s) and potentia flooding implications
and habitat connectivity. Cumulative impacts should identify both regional and project-specific
mitigation measures that, when implemented, will reduce potential impacts to a less than
significant level.

The cumulative impacts of other existing and planned wind energy projects were included in the
analysis of the Draft EIS/EIR. As discussed on Draft EIS/EIR p. 4.19-26, “the geographic scope of
the cumulative effects analysis for water resources takes into consideration the entirety of impacts
that other renewable energy projects, zone changes, and general plans discussed in Section 4.1.6
would have on water resources. This analysis considers the area downstream from the AEWP site,
including projects that could potentially result in similar impacts as the AEWP and alternatives.
This analysis also considers groundwater resources in the southwestern-most portion of the
Fremont Valey Groundwater Basin that could potentially be affected by the introduction of
impermeabl e surfaces that could affect recharge rates or patterns.”

The Draft EIS/EIR goes on to state that analysis of the entire extent of the Fremont Valley
Groundwater Basin in the context of cumulative impacts assessment was not necessary because
the proposed Project and alternatives will pump amounts of minimal water from the Fremont
Basin and pumping will occur during operations only. Water use would be monitored per
mitigation required under Draft EIS/EIR Mitigation Measures MM 4.19-5 (Develop a Water
Supply Contingency Plan) and MM 4.19-7 (Develop Master Drought Water Management and
Water Conservation Education Programs). Per this mitigation, groundwater use would be
discontinued in the event any adverse effects are identified to the applicable hydrological area
Therefore, the geographic extent of the Draft EIS/EIR cumulative impacts analysis was identified
as the area within a six-mile radius downstream of the proposed Project site as it encompasses al
surface water and groundwater resources that could be affected.

Additionally, with regard to the potential for cumulative impacts to existing drainage patterns, the
Draft EIS/EIR notes, beginning on page 4.19-28, that the project would not substantially alter
existing drainage patterns of the site due to implementation of specific mitigation measures to
minimize drainage patterns alternations. It is noted that the total estimated number of WTGs that
are approved or proposed within eastern Kern County ranges from 680 to 2,000, depending on the
final size of the turbines constructed (IMW to 3AMW WTGs). Although there are no boundaries
which limit where future wind development may occur, the industry consensus is that wind
energy is currently developed within an area that includes roughly 232,000 acres. With a worst
case scenario of 2,000 additional WTGs, the amount of increased impervious surface dueto WTG
concrete pads would be less than 115 acres or .0005% of the total resource area. The
implementation of mitigation measures, as well as the compliance the KCGP, Kern County
Ordinance, Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, NPDES General Permit, and BMPs, would
reduce project impacts to less than significant. Therefore, no cumulative impact would occur
regarding the alteration of existing drainage patterns.

As discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, Section 4.19.10.3 (Reasonably Foreseeable Projects), the
cumulative analysis considered a number of adjacent cumulative projects, including five
renewable energy projects with the potential to combine with similar proposed Project and
aternatives water related impacts. As discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR, Sections 4.19.10.4
(Construction) and 4.19.10.5 (Operation and Maintenance), through implementation of BMPs and
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mitigation measures identified in Section 4.19.11, potential water quality impacts of the proposed
Project or an dternative is not anticipated to combine with similar effects of other projectsin the
cumul ative scenario.

The comments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Comment Letter 6: California Department of Transportation (July 31, 2012)
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Response to Comment Letter 6: California Department of Transportation
(July 31, 2012)

6-A  Thank you for your comments. The participation of the California Department of Transportation in
the public review of this document is appreciated. The commenter states that concerns noted in the
Notice of Preparation Letter dated August 11, 2011 have been addressed. The commenter also
offers contact information for encroachment permits and oversized vehicle permits, and indicates
that the Construction Traffic Control Plan may be sent to the commenter.

Thank you for the contact information regarding encroachment permits and oversized vehicle
permits. With regard to these issues, as identified in Draft EISEIR Section 4.16 (Trangportation
and Public Access), Mitigation Measure 4.16-3 requires these permits be obtained prior to issuance
of grading or building permits. With regard to the Construction Traffic Control Plan, Mitigation
Mesasure 4.16-1 requires that this plan occur as part of the Project and includes coordination and
approva by the Kern County Roads Department. This plan will be submitted to District 9 of
Cdltransfor review.

The comments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisorsfor consideration.
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Comment Letter 7: Kern County, Roads Department (July 20, 2012)

7-B

7-C
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Response to Comment Letter 7: Kern County, Roads Department (July 20, 2012)

7-A

7-B

Thank you for your comments. The participation of the Kern County Roads Department in the
public review of this document is appreciated. The commenter states that the Applicant is not
required to submit plans for the road design to the Kern County Roads Department for review and
approval for those portions of project access that utilize private roads because private roads are
not within the County’s jurisdiction. Approval of the private road should be through a grading
permit.

Mitigation Measures MM 4.16-3 (p. 4.16-17 of the Draft EIS/EIR) and MM 4.16-4 (p. 4.16-18 of
the Draft EIS'EIR) have been changed to address this comment:

MM 4.164-3 Obtain Applicable Permits. Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits
by the County and/or a Notice to Proceed from the BLM, the project proponent shall obtain all
applicable permits from the California Department of Transportation, Kern County, and any other
applicable agencies pertaining to vehicle sizes, weights, roadway encroachment, grading, and
travel routes needed for the first phase of construction. The project proponent shall also obtain
any additional permits needed for each remaining phase of construction prior to delivery and
acceptance of materials for that phase. The project proponent shall continuously adhere to all
conditions of said permits throughout implementation of the project.

MM 4.16-4 Coordination With County Roads Department. Prior to the issuance of grading or
building permits by the County and/or a Notice to Proceed from the BLM, the project proponent
shall coordinate with the Kern County Roads Department to implement the following:

a. For those portions of the project that will use public roads, sSubmit engineering drawings of
project access road design for the review and approval of the Kern County Roads
Department.

b. Obtain an encroachment permit from the Kern County Roads Department for any activities
within the County road right-of-way or on applicable roads in the Kern County road
mai ntenance system.

c. Enter into a secured agreement with Kern County to ensure that any County roads that are
demonstrably damaged by project-related activities is promptly repaired and, if necessary,
paved, slurry-sealed, or reconstructed as per requirements of the state and or Kern County.”

The commenter states that on Page 3.16-2, access to the northern region of the project is unclear
and inquires about the primary and alternative access routes for this region.

Page 3.16-2, Site Access, has been changed to address this comment:

Site Access

Primary Aaccess to the southern portion of AEWP site is proposed from the west—Aecessto-the
site-would-be-provided-from-via the existing Cameron Ridge Road. This road currently extends
through the operating Cameron Ridge project, owned by an affiliate of the project proponent. Use
of this road and would require minor roadway improvements for approximately 0.5 mile to alow
for construction and other AEWP vehicles. AEWP-related traffic accessing the AEWP site from
the west would travel along SR 58, then south on SR 14, and then west on Oak Creek Road and
then north on Cameron Ridge Road, in order to access the site.

An The alternative access for the southern portion of the AEWP site is from the east would be
provided via a bridge across the Los Angeles Aqueduct, proposed as part of the Alta Infill 11
Wind Energy Project.
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Angeles-Agqueduct. AEWP-related traffic accessing the AEWP site from the east would travel
along SR 58, then south on SR 14, then west on Oak Creek Road, and then north aong a private
access road, crossing abridge acrossthe LA Aqueduct. A permanent access will traverse from the
bridge, through the Alta Infill 11 Wind Energy Project along its southern boundary to provide
access to the AEWP site. The bridge and north-south access road from Oak Creek Road were
evaluated as part of the adjacent Alta Infill 1l Wind Energy Project, approved in October 2011. It
is assumed that the bridge and access road will be constructed prior to development of the AEWP
and no additional improvements are required; the technical analyses provided to Kern County
assumed construction of the bridge during the same year as development of the AEWP, in order
to provide a conservative analysis in the event that construction of the bridge and access road is
delayed.

Access to the northern portion of the AEWP site is provided by Randsburg Cutoff Road
(connecting to SR 58) west to Rockhouse Road, connecting with the site north on Wildflower

Canyon Road.

7-C  The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 4.16-4b should be clarified to include any work
within the County road right of way, not just road related activities.
Please see Response to Comment 7-A. Mitigation Measure MM 4.16-4 (p. 4.16-18 of the Draft
EIS/EIR) has been changed to address this comment.
The comments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Comment Letter 8: Center for Biological Diversity (September 27, 2012)
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Response to Comment Letter 8: Center for Biological Diversity
(September 27, 2012)

8-A

8-B

Thank you for your comments. The participation of the Center for Biological Diversity in the
public review of this document is appreciated. The commenter states that they are supportive of
renewable energy but that projects should avoid impacts to sensitive species and be sited
properly. The commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR failsto provide adequate identification and
analysis of the significant impacts to California condor, golden eagle, other avian species, bats,
desert tortoise, rare plants and plant communities, ephemeral streams and washes, other
biological resources, cumulative and growth inducing impacts of the project, and lacks
consideration of areasonable range of alternatives.

Please refer to the remainder of these responses regarding specific concerns raised regarding the
document’ s adequacy. Alternatives considered in the Draft EIS/EIR are based on issues identified
by the BLM as well as comments received during the public scoping process. Section 2.4
provides an overview of al alternatives analyzed. The BLM and CEQA (15126.6) require
consideration in detail of arange of alternatives that are considered “reasonable,” usualy defined
as technologically and economically feasible (not speculative), and that respond to the purpose of
and need for the project. The alternatives, four of which are action aternatives, are considered
reasonable.

The commenter aso states that the agencies have failed to fully examine in impact of the
proposed plan amendment that would result in industrial sites sprawling across the California
Desert Conservation Area within habitat that should be protected to achieve the goas of the
federal bioregional plans as awhole and specifically habitat that is essential to the recovery of the
endangered California condor, and threatened desert tortoise.

Please refer to the remainder of these responses regarding specific concerns raised regarding the
document’ s adequacy.

The commenter states that agencies cannot narrow the purpose and need statement to fit only the
proposed project and then shape their findings to approve that project without a“hard look™ at the
environmental consequences. The commenter states that NEPA review cannot be used to
rationalize or justify decisions aready made.

Under the Council of Environmental Quality’s regulations, the BLM’s purpose and need
statement describes the problem or opportunity to which the BLM is responding and what the
BLM hopes to accomplish by the action, not the applicant’ s interests and objectives (BLM NEPA
Handbook Section 6.2; 40 C.F.R. § 1513). However, because the BLM is not required to
consider alternatives that are not practical or feasible from the technical and economic standpoint
and using common sense, the applicant’s interests and objectives, including any constraints or
flexibility with respect to their proposal, help to inform the BLM’ s decision, as it helps determine
which alternatives are analyzed in detail through the NEPA process and may also provide abasis
for eliminating some alternatives from detailed analysis.

For most renewable energy projects, like the AEWP, the BLM’ s purpose and need for action will
arise from the BLM'’s responsibility under the Federal Land Policy and Management Act
(FLPMA) to respond to a ROW application requesting authorized use of public lands for a
specific type of renewable energy development by a particular project proponent.

Consistent with Title IV of the FLPMA, the BLM, as land management agency, relies on
applicants to identify renewable energy technologies and general project locations and
configurations that are technically and economically viable given current market conditions,
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renewable portfolio standards, technological advancements, and transmission access. Through
pre-application and NEPA processes for such projects, the BLM works with applicants, federa
land and resource management agencies, and stakeholders in identifying appropriate project
locations that conform with federal law, regulation, and policy, and with existing land use plans.
These activities result in refinements to proposals and/or the identification of alternate locations.

The purpose and need statement also describes the BLM’ s authorities and management objectives
with respect to renewable energy and public lands. In accordance with FLPMA (Section 103 (¢)),
public lands are to be managed for multiple use in a manner that takes into account the long-term
needs of future generations for renewable and non-renewable resources. The Secretary of the
Interior is authorized to grant ROWSs on public lands for systems of generation, transmission, and
distribution of electric energy (Section 501 (8)(4)). In responding to a ROW grant application
under this authority, the BLM may decide to deny the proposed row, grant the row, or grant the
ROW with modifications. In accordance with the row regulations, modifications may include
modifying the proposed use or changing the route or location of the proposed facilities (43 CFR
2805.10(a)(1).

As explained in the purpose and need statement for this EIS/EIR, the proposed AEWP would, if
approved, assist the BLM in addressing the management objectivesin: (i) the Energy Policy Act
of 2005, which set forth the “sense of Congress' that the Secretary of the Interior to approve
10,000 MW of electricity from non-hydropower renewable energy projects located on public
lands by 2015; and (ii) Secretarial Order 3285Al (March 11, 2009) which establishes the
development of environmentally responsible renewable energy as a priority for the Department of
the Interior.

Courts generally defer to agency judgment in defining the objectives of proposed projects as long
as the statement is reasonable. Generally, agencies need to follow only a “rule of reason” in
preparing an EIS. This rule of reason governs both the purpose/need statement and the
aternatives the agency must discuss, and the extent to which it must discuss them. The agency
bears the responsibility for defining at the outset the objectives of an action. In Citizens Against
Burlington, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190, 198 (D.C. Cir 1991) the court stated that “[t]he goals of
an action delimit the universe of the action’s reasonable alternatives’ and held that an agency
“may not define the objectives of its action in terms so unreasonably narrow that only one
aternative from among the environmentally benign ones in the agency’s power would
accomplish the goals of the agency’s action, and the EIS would become a foreordained formality.
Nor may any agency frame its goals in terms so unreasonably broad that an infinite number of
alternatives would accomplish these goals and the project would collapse under the weight of the
possibilities.”

For example, need was addressed in Roosevelt Campobello International Park Commission v.
E.P.A., 684 F.2d 1034 (1st Cir. 1982) which dealt with EPA’s decision of whether to grant a
permit under the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System to a company proposing a
refinery and deep-water terminal in Maine. The criteria used by EPA in its select of aternative
sites to evaluate was “focused by the primary objectives of the permit applicant,” and EPA had
limited its consideration of sites only to those sites that were considered feasible when
considering the applicant’s stated goals. The court found that these criteria for selection of
alternative sites were sufficient to meet its NEPA responsibilities.

Additionally, Section 1.1.2 of the EIS/EIR adequately addresses the Purpose and Need of the EIR
in accordance with the requirements of CEQA.

The purpose and need section of this EIS/EIR presents the problem being addressed and the
actions being addressed. The purpose and need as formulated permitted the BLM to develop a
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reasonable range of aternatives that would resolve the problem (namely responding to the
proponent’ s ROW application), including alternatives that partly meet the purpose and need while
resulting in fewer environmental impacts, thereby allowing the decision makers to evaluate trade-
offs, and the benefits of the proposed action. It appropriately distinguishes between the need for
the proposed action and the desires or preferences of the agency or applicant, and provides the
parameters for defining a reasonable range or alternatives to be considered.

8-C  The commenter states the reason that the purpose and need statement not be unreasonably
narrow, and the purpose for NEPA in general is, in large part to guarantee that the relevant
information will be made available to the larger audience that may also play arole in both the
decision-making process and the implementation of that decision. The commenter states that the
agency cannot circumvent relevant public input by narrowing the purpose and need so that no
aternatives can be meaningfully explored or by faling to review a reasonable range of
alternatives.

Please see Response to Comment 14-B. A range of alternatives was evaluated for inclusion in the
EIS/EIR and is described in Chapter 2. Courts have held that an agency need not consider all of
the possible alternative actions in the environmental analysis, but is only required to look at those
that are reasonablein light of the stated purpose and need of the project.

Potential alternatives were considered and evaluated in order to establish a reasonable range of
alternatives to be evaluated in detail in this EIS/EIR. Potential aternatives were developed by the
EISIEIR preparers at the direction of and in coordination with BLM and the County, using
appropriate screening criteria pursuant to NEPA and CEQA. These criteria were used to evaluate
whether a potential aternative would: achieve the project purpose and meet most project
objectives, be feasible; and offer environmental advantages over the proposed project, including
avoidance or reduction of significant environmental impacts.

8-D  The commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR provides little description of the decision-making
process on how Alternative C was selected as the preferred alternative. The commenter further
states that the purpose and need and the alternatives analysis are at the “heart” of NEPA review
and affect nearly all other aspects of the EIS, on this basis and others, BLM must revise and re-
circulate the Draft EIS/EIR.

Section 2.1.1, Alternatives Development and Screening, of the Draft EISEIR, describes the
process used by the BLM and the County to develop and screen the aternatives. Alternative C
was selected as the environmentally superior aternative by the County through a process of
comparing alternatives. As supported in the analysis sections of the EISEIR (Section 4),
Alternative C was selected for the following reasons:

e Result in 20 percent lower annual/total construction emissions and dlightly less O&M
emissions;

e  Slight decrease in potential for impacts during construction to known and unknown cultural
resources,

e Reduced noise impacts by eliminating sensitive receptors subject to construction and
operational noise north of SR 58;

e  Slight decrease in potentia for impacts during construction to paleontological resources;

e Slight decrease in potentia for impacts during construction and operation to geology and
s0il resources;

o  Slightly reduce daily traffic volumes during construction;
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8-G

e Reduce disturbance to vegetation communities down to nine (9) sensitive vegetation
communities and land cover types, as well as reducing acreage of temporary and permanent
disturbance;

o  Reduce visual impactsto viewers north of SR 58;

o  Slightly reduce water use during construction and operation;

e  Slightly reduce potential for wildfire ignition; and

e  Reduce potential for impacts to golden eagles and condors.

Please the see Response to Comment 14-B regarding purpose and need. Re-circulation of the
Draft EIS/EIR is not required.

The commenter states that the County does not provide a purpose and need for the project, but
instead only provides a purpose for the Draft EIS/EIR.

The project’s purpose and need for the County would be identical to the CEQA project objectives
which are defined in Section 1.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR and repeated below:

e Helpthefedera government reach its renewable energy goals;

e Beamajor supplier of clean, renewable energy to meet the growing demands of California
consumers;

e  Support California’ s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) and California Assembly Bill 32
by serving as a source of clean renewable energy, reducing the need for electricity generated
from fossil fuels and offsetting greenhouse gas emissions;

e Dédliver wind energy according to an executed Master Power Purchase and Wind Project
Development Agreement (MDA) with SCE;

e Increasethetax base of Kern County;

e Provideincreased revenue to BLM for the use of the federal land;

o  Create asubstantial number of temporary and permanent jobs in the county;

e  Boost local business activity during construction and operation;

e  Provide revenue to county residents who own underutilized land that has little potential to be
developed for other uses while allowing these landowners to retain much of their current
land use;

e Use land located near existing industrial facilities, mines, and operating wind projects to
minimize the environmental and visual impact of the project; and

o  Construct and operate awind project that can attract commercially available financing.

This comment requests the Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases analysis address climate
change mitigation strategies and climate change adaptation strategies.

Draft EIS/EIR Table 4.3-3 identifies current California emission reduction strategies to reduce
greenhouse gases and identifies the applicability of each strategy and the Project design feature or
mitigation measure that is proposed to comply with the applicable strategies. Additionally Draft
EISEIR Section 4.3.3.2 (GHG Emissions Impacts) p. 4.3-7 discusses project consistency with
Office of the California Attorney General CEQA Mitigations for Global Climate Change Impacts,
while p.4.3-8 discusses all feasible climate change mitigation.

The commenter requests the Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases analysis include discussion
of ways to avoid, minimize, or off-set emissions with respect to climate change adaptation and
mitigation strategies.
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Please see Response to Comment 8-F, which discusses how the Draft EISEIR addressed these
issues.

8-H  The commenter states that the alternatives analysis is inadequate even with the inclusion of two
smaller 97- and 87-MW project alternatives and that at least one alternative should be considered
that avoids all desert tortoise habitat. The commenter further states that other alternatives should
be considered for examples, siting on degraded lands. The Draft EIS/EIR should have considered
distributed renewable energy alternatives, a no-build aternative that would focus on programs to
efficiency and conservation efforts, and other aternatives that could avoid impacts of the
proposed project. The commenter states that there was failure to address any off-site aternative
that would significantly reduce the impacts to biological resources including the California
condor, desert tortoise and occupied habitat, and other special-status species. The commenter
further states that these and other issues should be addressed in a revised document and
recirculated.

A range of aternatives was evaluated for inclusion in the EIS/EIR and is described in Section 2
of the Draft EIS/EIR. Courts have held that an agency need not consider al of the possible
aternative actions in the environmental analysis, but is only required to look at those that are
reasonable in light of the stated purpose and need of the project.

Potential alternatives were considered and evaluated in order to establish a reasonable range of
aternatives to be evaluated in detail in this EIS/EIR. Potential alternatives were developed by the
EIS/EIR preparers at the direction of and in coordination with BLM and Kern County using
appropriate screening criteria pursuant to NEPA and CEQA. These criteria were used to evaluate
whether a potential alternative would achieve the project purpose and meet most project
objectives, be feasible; and offer environmental advantages over the proposed project, including
avoidance or reduction of significant environmental impacts.

Section 2 of the Draft EIS/EIR contains a detailed description of the alternatives screening
process, and Alternative C (Reduced Project North Alternative) was one of the alternatives
carried forward for analysis. Alternative C was developed specifically to reduce impacts to
biological resources, including those mentioned in the comment. In addition, Section 2.10.3
considered several alternatives that use different generation methods, and severa of these would
likely reduce impacts to biological resources. However, these were determined to be either
infeasible or unable to meet the purpose/objectives criteria for the project. Recirculation of the
document is not warranted as aresult of this comment.

The County notes that the CEQA Guidelines are not proscriptive as to the number of alternatives
that constitute a “reasonable range.” CEQA Guidelines state that an EIR must consider a
reasonable range of alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public participation
and that there is no ironclad rule governing the nature or scope of the aternatives to be discussed
other than the rule of reason (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(a).). CEQA Guidelines further state
that a “rule of reason” requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a
reasoned choice (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.6(f).).

Consistent with the Proposed Action’s purpose and need, this EIS/EIR did not analyze alternative
or different generation technologies because the BLM was responding to a right-of-way
application for a specific technology. NEPA does not specify the nature and number of
aternatives that must be analyzed asit varies from project to project.

Distributed solar generation was described and considered in Section 2.10.3. It was noted that the
aternative would partially meet objectives (renewable energy). However, it would not meet the
primary objective of wind power generation and would not likely be implemented in atimeframe
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to meet the Renewables Portfolio Standard requirements. Implementation of this alternative
would likely be economically infeasible for the Applicant to implement. Additionally, barriers
exist for distributed solar generation related to interconnection with the electrical distribution
grid.

The commenter describes, citing case law, requirements for establishing environmental baseline
under NEPA. The commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to provide adequate baseline
information and descriptions of the environmental setting in many areas including in particular
the status of rare plants, animals, and communities, including California condors, golden eagles,
desert tortoise, burrowing owls, and other imperiled and common desert species. The commenter
states that the baseline descriptions in the Draft EISEIR are inadequate particularly for areas
where surveys were a single season, a day, or not performed at al. The commenter states that
many of the rare and common but essential species and habitats have incomplete and/or vague
onsite descriptions that make determining the project’s impacts difficult. The commenter further
states that some of the rare species/habitats baseline conditions are absent, and no impact analysis
is provided for these resources. The commenter asserts that a supplemental document is required.

The comment is general in scope, and does not identify specific deficiencies in the baseline
information provided in the Draft EIS/EIR. Resources identified in the comment are addressed in
the Draft EIS/EIR. See Section 3.17.2.1 for a description of vegetation communities, Section
3.17.2.3 for a description of specia-status plants, and Section 3.21.2 for a description of special-
status wildlife including California condor, desert tortoise, and burrowing owl. Appendix D of the
Draft EIS/EIR contains reports of biological surveys conducted for the proposed project.

Additionally, the EIS/EIR includes a complete description of the environmental setting for the
project and all impact sections. Chapter 3 describes the existing environmental components in the
project area that could be affected by implementation of the Alta East Wind Project (AEWP),
including existing resources, resource uses, and special designations. “Resources’ include air,
climate change, soil, water, vegetative communities, wild horses and burros, wildlife and plant
species, wildland fire ecology and management, as well as cultural, paleontological, and visual
resources. “Resource uses’ include livestock grazing management, minerals, recreation
management, transportation and public access, and lands and realty. “Special designations’
include areas of critica environmental concern (ACECs), wilderness areas (WAs), and
wilderness study areas (WSAS).

Kern County and the BLM have considered the best available information from the project site
and the region in describing the environmental baseline, and have determined that the baseline
description for biological resources is adequate under NEPA and CEQA. These descriptions
adequately describe the baseline conditions at the project site and surrounding areas.

The commenter states that the EIS fails to adequately analyze the direct, indirect, and cumulative
impacts of the proposed project on the environment and cites case law regarding the NEPA
reguirement of agenciesto take a“hard look” at the effects of proposed actions.

Please see Response to Comment 8-H. The commenter does not provide specific examples or
details regarding potential inadequacies in the direct, indirect, and cumulative impact analyses
presented in the Draft EISEIR. Kern County and the BLM have considered the best available
information from the project site and the region in describing the environmental baseline and the
potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to baseline resources, and have determined that
the impact analysisis adequate under NEPA and CEQA.

The commenter states that Kern County and the BLM fail to look at reasonable mitigation
measures to avoid impacts; even in those cases where the extent of impacts may be somewhat
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8-L

8-M

8-N

uncertain due to the complexity of the issues, BLM is not relieved of its responsibility under
NEPA to discuss mitigation of reasonably likely impacts at the outset.

The commenter does not provide specific examples or details regarding potential inadequacies in
the mitigation measures presented in the Draft EISEIR, and does not suggest any additional
mitigation measures for Kern County and the BLM’ consideration.

The commenter states that the lack of comprehensive surveys does not allow the project to avoid
and minimize impacts and define and quantify appropriate mitigation. The commenter states that
efforts to mitigate harm are often less effective than avoiding and preventing the harm in the first
place. The commenter provides as an example that no surveys were conducted for invertebrates.

See Response to Comment 8-1. Kern County and the BLM have determined that surveys
conducted for the proposed project are adequate to characterize biological resources present and
potentially present at the project site, and as a result are adequate to assess the potential impacts
of the AEWP and potential measures to mitigate those impacts. Surveys have been conducted for
awide variety of biological resources, including general reconnaissance, vegetation, rare plants,
avian use, raptor nests, bat use, bat roosts, Swainson’s hawk, desert tortoise, burrowing owl,
Mohave ground squirrel, and jurisdictional wetlands (see Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS for
survey reports).

While it is correct that focused surveys were not conducted specifically for invertebrates, Kern
County and the BLM have determined that these are not warranted based on the regulatory status
of invertebrates with the potential to occur, as well as the limited potential distribution on the
project site. Page 4.21-2 of the EISEIR notes that there is a moderate potential for Kern
shoulderband and whitefir shoulderband to occur based on known distributions and habitat use
for these species and that these species are considered “ special animals’ by CDFG. The section
also notes that the “special animals’ designation means the species hold no special status at the
state or federal level but are tracked in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). The
section notes that direct impacts to special-status snails could occur during construction if such
species are present and that potential indirect impacts include compaction of soils and the
introduction of exotic plant or animal species. Potential operational impacts include risk of
mortality due to increased use of the project area by maintenance personnel. However, the section
concludes that while these species may be subject to direct, indirect, and operational impacts as a
result of implementation of the AEWP, the Kern shoulderband and whitefir shoulderband are
expected to be widely distributed throughout Kern County in microhabitats that support suitable
soil moisture, foliage, and cover and that impacts associated with the AEWP would be localized
and are not likely to result in adverse effects to viable populations of these species.

The commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to provide information necessary for decision-
makers and the public to adequately review the proposed project, and that impacts cannot be fully
analyzed or mitigated appropriately or fully. The commenter states that this necessitates a
supplemental or revised Draft EIS/EIR that provides additional aternatives avoiding or reducing
biological resource impacts.

See the Responses to Comments 8-, 8-J, 8-K, and 8-L. Alternative C would reduce impacts to
biological resources compared with the proposed project, and there are no other feasible
alternatives to further reduce impacts to biological resources (see Section 2 of the Draft EISEIR).
A supplemental or revised Draft EIS/EIR is not warranted.

The commenter states that the correlation between predicted mortality and actual mortality (to
avian species from collision with WTGs) must be improved in future risk assessment studies by
changing the scale of the studies to focus on the locations of individual wind turbine sites and
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working on a species-specific level rather than at the scale of the entire wind project. The
commenter notes that the Draft EIS/EIR risk assessment is at the scale of the entire wind project
and does not evauate specific turbines and their impact on avian species. The commenter states
that the point of micrositing (which is discussed in the draft Avian and Bat Protection Plan in
Appendix D-29) is to reduce impacts to species by analyzing the use of the project site by avian
and bat species and designing the project to not site turbines in locations used by these species.
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS does not include this avoidance measure as part of
the environmental analysis and has deferred it to a post-environmental review plan (the final
ABPP). The commenter states that microsite analysis should be done prior to the Draft EISEIR
to avoid and minimize impacts, and this information could be used to inform additional siting
alternatives to minimize impacts to rare, migratory, and resident species.

The commenter’ s request for additional analysis of individual wind turbines in regard to the avian
species with potential for impact is acknowledged. However, turbine locations have not yet been
finalized pending final engineering, and locations identified in Figures 2-9 and 2-10 provide
approximations of the final turbines locations. Therefore, it is more appropriate to analyze the
project as awhole, and note areas within the site that support higher levels of bird use.

Kern County and the BLM have determined that the biological survey data is adequate to assess
bird use at specific locations within the project area (see Appendices D-3 through D-8 of the
Draft EISEIR). As illustrated in the Appendices, fixed-point bird use survey points were
distributed throughout and adjacent to the project site and provide adequate coverage of the site.
As described in Section 3.21.2 of the Draft EIS/EIR, the habitat and features of the AEWP site
are not unique to the surrounding landscape, nor do they appear to be particularly preferred or
critical to migrants. For example, no riparian habitat or perennial water sources exist on or near
the site, and features such as these tend to attract large numbers of migrants especially in the arid
Mojave Desert and foothills of the Tehachapi and Piute Mountains. Studies conducted at the site
do not show substantially higher levels of migratory bird use in any given area within the project
site. However, golden eagle use was found to be concentrated in the discontinuous northern
portion of the project area, and this area is in proximity to known active and inactive golden
eagles nest locations. Alternative C (Reduced Project North) was developed to eliminate wind
development in this portion of the project areain order to minimize impacts to golden eagles, and
was found to be the NEPA preferred alternative and the CEQA environmentally superior
aternative (see Sections 2.8 and 2.9 of the Draft EIS/EIR). Therefore, the suggestion to conduct
microsite analysis that could be used to inform the development of siting alternatives to minimize
avian impactsis not necessary.

The commenter states that nocturnal bird migration was not studied or addressed, and the
document needs to analyze the on-site impacts of the turbines on nocturnal migratory songbirds
and bats in comparison to data on a nearby non-windfarm site.

The BLM and Kern County have considered this comment and determined that the impact
analysis contained in the Draft EIS/EIR adequately considers available regiona and local
information. Page 4.21-13 of the EIS/EIR states that nocturnal wildlife would be affected less by
construction than diurnal (i.e., active during the day) species since construction would occur pri-
marily during daylight hours. Additionally, Section 3.21.1.2 (Connectivity and Migration
Corridors) includes a detailed discussion of bird migration in relation to the proposed project site.
Please see Section 4.21.3.3 includes analysis of impacts to birds, including migratory birds. Note
that the analysis considered all best available information, and concluded “Data from the AEWP
site and other nearby wind developments suggest a more diffuse pattern of avian migration in the
region, and no focused bird or bat migratory corridors have been identified in the vicinity of the
AEWP. No surface water or riparian vegetation that may support higher levels of use by
migrating birds and bats occur on or near the site. Therefore, operation of the AEWP is not
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expected to substantialy interfere with any bird or bat migratory corridor.” It is concluded that
the EIS/EIR utilized the best available datain analysis.

The commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to acknowledge that the project site is located
on the Pacific Flyway and provides no data for the impacts of the project on nocturnal migratory
birds and bats or on migratory pathways for birds and bats. The commenter states that migratory
birds are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and impacts must be identified and
analyzed. The commenter noted that golden eagles migrate at or below ridgelines, putting them at
risk especially for turbines sited in ridge areas. The commenter states that mitigation measures
presented in the Draft EIS/EIR appear to be “best management practices’ and suggests additional
avoidance measures such as employing a full-time biologist during daylight hours of turbine
operation to detect target species such as California condors and golden eagles, and who could
shut down turbines to minimize collision risk. The commenter also expressed hope that
technologies such as avian radar systems or video systems could be implemented for the same
purposes, but currently the technology is not prove.

The identified information was disclosed in the Draft EIS/EIR, and the impacts were analyzed.
Please see Section 3.21.1 (Connectivity and Migration Corridors) of the Draft EISEIR for a
detailed discussion of regiona and loca avian and bat migration, including the project’s location
in the vicinity of the Pacific Flyway. As discussed on Draft EIS/EIR page 3.21-5, ho known bird
migration routes cross the AEWP area. Although the Pecific Flyway, alarge migration route used
by numerous bird species that pass throughout large portions of California, is within the vicinity
of the project area, bird watching records in the area do not indicate focused or well-defined
migration patternsin the immediate area, but rather broad-front, scattered migration. As discussed
on Draft EIS/EIR page 3.21-6, atotal of 217 bat passes were detected at two (2) locations in the
central and eastern portions of the AEWP site during 1192 detector-nights during the 2009/2010
study period. During the period December 13, 2010 to April 11, 2011 a total of 95 bat passes
were detected during 233 detector-nights at one (1) location in the southwestern project area. See
Section 4.21.3 for the analysis of impacts to golden eagles, migratory birds and bats. Mitigation
Measure 4.21-9 (Minimize Avian and Bat Turbine Strikes), which requires turbines to be sited
away from the upwind sides of ridge crests wherever feasible.

With regard to the commenter's suggestion for mitigation including biologists or radar
technology to monitor for target species and shut down portions of the project as needed in
response to the monitoring, see Mitigation Measures 4.21-9, Part 7 (Minimize Avian and Bat
Turbine Strikes) and 4.21-14 (Post-Construction Condor Monitoring), which require the
monitoring program and adaptive curtailment suggested by the commenter. In addition, the
project proponent has provided information on ongoing discussions it is having with the USFWS
regarding a condor monitoring system to detect VHF-tagged condors that it plansto employ at the
proposed project site. Page 4.21-22, Avian and Bat Collision Risk, has been changed to address
this comment:

The project proponent has been in ongoing discussions with the USFWS to demonstrate and
determine the effectiveness of the Monitoring and Avoidance Plan. Field trials performed on July
9, 10, and 11, 2012, at Bitter Creek Wildlife Refuge where condors were present, indicated that
the system had a 100 percent success rate for detecting condors. The objective of the test was to
evaluate the detection system against a human observer. In every case the VHF detection system
recorded a condor occurrence before the human observer could detect it and in many cases,
detected the occurrence of a condor that a human observe did not detect. Because almost all free
flying condors are fitted with VHF transmitters, this system and its protocol will help ensure that
condor mortality can be avoided.
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The results at the Bitter Creek Wildlife Refuge suggest that the system will be 100 percent
effective at the project site. The VHF detection system will beinstalled in early 2013, and prior to
project construction, to monitor a large area in all directions from the AEWP to maximize
response times should a condor be detected. By design, the detection system will monitor for and
report condor(s) if they are within 16 miles of the AEWP.

Page 4.21-28 has a so been changed to address this comment:

The applicant has been in on-going discussions with the USFWS to demonstrate and determine
the effectiveness of the Monitoring and Avoidance Plan for California Condor. Field trials
performed on July 9, 10, and 11, 2012, at Bitter Creek Wildlife Refuge where condors were
present, indicated that the system had a 100 percent success rate for detecting condors. The
objective of the test was to evaluate the detection system against a human observer. In every case
the VHF detection system recorded a condor occurrence before the human observer could detect
it and in many cases, detected the occurrence of a condor that a human observe did not detect.
Because almost all free flying condors are fitted with VHF transmitters, detection of a condor by
the system is highly dependable. This system and its protocol will ensure that condor mortality
can be avoided.

The results at the Bitter Creek Wildlife Refuge suggest that the system will be 100 percent
effective at the project site, as well. Nonethel ess, another demonstration of the VHF detection
system for the County and FWS occurred October 3 and 4, 2012 at the project site. The VHF
detection system will beinstalled in early 2013 to monitor alarge areain all directions from the
AEWP to maximize response times should a condor be detected. By design, the detection system
will monitor for and report a condor before it can reach the AEWP and as such, it will most often
detect a condor that is not headed toward nor threatened by the AEWP but rather traveling to
other locations in the surrounding mountainous areas that could be occupied by other, unrelated,
facilities that could pose athreat to condors.

The commenter states that additional wind development in Eastern Kern would increase the
likelihood that a California condor will be hit by a turbine, and therefore it is incumbent upon
Kern County and the BLM to require implementation of all reasonable avoidance and
minimization measures for the species. The commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to state
whether a take permit is being sought for California condor. The commenter supports a regional
approach to condor conservation, and finds that the Draft EISEIR impact analysis and
cumulative analysis are at odds with conservation goals for the condor.

Kern County and the BLM have determined that all reasonable and feasible avoidance and
minimization measures for the California condor have been identified and incorporated into
mitigation measures presented in the Draft EISEIR and include the following: Mitigation
Measure 4.21-1 (Designated Biologist), 4.21-2 (Wildlife Impact Avoidance and Minimization),
4.21-5 (Cdlifornia Condor), 4.21-6 (Avian and Bat Protection Plan), 4.21-7 (Eagle Conservation
Plan), 4.21-8 (Lighting Specifications to Minimize Bird and Bat Collisions), 4.21-9 (Minimize
Avian and Bat Turbine Strikes), 4.21-10 (Post-Construction Breeding Monitoring), 4.21-11 (Post-
Construction Avian and Bat Mortality Monitoring), 4.21-12 (Supplemental Measures for
Unanticipated Significant Impacts), 4.21-14 (Post-Construction Condor Monitoring), 4.17-1
(Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan), 4.17-5 (Weed Control Plan), 4.2-1 (Construction
fugitive dust emission reduction), and 4.2-3 (Operation Fugitive Dust and Equipment Emission
Reduction).

With regard to a take permit for California condor, the BLM is currently consulting with the
USFWS under Section 7 of the ESA for federally listed species including the condor. The
Cdlifornia Condor is covered in the Section 7 consultation process which has been in process with
the FWS for the last few months. An ABPP or Eagle Conservation Strategy will be utilized to
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assess impacts and to identify measures to reduce impacts to eagles. Because the condor is Fully
Protected in California, CDFG cannot issue take authorization for this species.

The commenter’s opinion that the Draft EIS/EIR impact analysis and cumulative analysis are at
odds with conservation goals for the condor is noted.

8-R  The commenter makes severa comments on mitigation measures contained within the draft
Avian and Bat Protection Plan in Appendix D-29 of the Draft EIS/EIR, including eliminating lead
bullets, grazing and hunting, and supplemental feeding. The commenter also states that
implementation of a Common Raven Management Plan was not brought forward from Appendix
A of the ABPP to the ABPP itself as a mitigation measure.

The suggestions will be considered by the BLM and Kern County. The EIS/EIR prepared for this
project also include mitigation measures that require monitoring [See MM 4.21-10 (Post-
Construction Breeding Monitoring), 4.21-11 (Post-Construction Avian and Bat Mortality
Monitoring), and 4.21-14 (Post-Construction Condor Monitoring)]. These monitoring reports will
include evaluation of the portions of the project described note that the wind energy projects that
have been permitted by Kern County in the last severa years have included mitigation measures
which establish consistent monitoring protocols and data submission standards.

Mitigation is proposed in the Draft EIS/EIR to reduce impacts to condors for the purposes of
CEQA and NEPA; see Mitigation Measures 4.21-1 (Designated Biologist), 4.21-2 (Wildlife
Impact Avoidance and Minimization), 4.21-5 (California Condor), 4.21-6 (Avian and Bat
Protection Plan), 4.21-7 (Eagle Conservation Plan), 4.21-8 (Lighting Specifications to Minimize
Bird and Bat Collisions), 4.21-9 (Minimize Avian and Bat Turbine Strikes), 4.21-10 (Post-
Construction Breeding Monitoring), 4.21-11 (Post-Construction Avian and Bat Mortality
Monitoring), 4.21-12 (Supplemental Measures for Unanticipated Significant Impacts), 4.21-14
(Post-Construction Condor Monitoring), 4.17-1 (Habitat Restoration and Revegetation Plan),
4.17-5 (Weed Control Plan), 4.2-1 (Construction fugitive dust emission reduction), and 4.2-3
(Operation fugitive dust and equipment emission reduction). In addition, see Mitigation Measure
4.21-4 (Raven Management Plan) which does require the implementation of a Raven
Management Plan.

8-S  The commenter states that the monitoring program for California condor and other avian species
is inadequate because it requires monitoring for five years, whereas the commenter states that
monitoring must occur over the life of the project.

Mitigation measures have been included that require life of the project monitoring for those avian
speciesthat are listed as endangered and/or fully protected.

MM 4.21-9 (Minimize Avian and Bat Turbine Strikes) requires that, prior to turbine
commissioning or turbine operation, the project proponent consult with the BLM (on federal
lands) and Kern County Planning and Community Devel opment Department (on private lands) to
design and implement one of two options for reducing impacts to the California Condors. These
options include (a) Full time human observation during all daylight hours of observation; or, (b)
utilization of an approved Condor Monitoring and Avoidance Plan using an approved Condor
Monitoring System (CMS) to detect VHG-tagged condors that come within 16 miles of the
project boundary during daylight hours. The system will be evaluated after an initial 3 year period
to determine if operational adjustments are required.

Mitigation Measure 4.21-11(5) (Post-Construction Avian and Bat Mortality Monitoring) requires
life-long annual Post-Construction Mortality Monitoring for the golden eagle, which is a CDFG
Fully Protected Species. The project proponent is required to submit this monitoring to the Kern
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County Planning and Community Development Department, the Bureau of Land Management,
the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, and the California Department of Fish and Game.

Kern County and the BLM conclude that sufficient mitigation measures are in place to ensure
appropriate life of the project monitoring of the California condor and the Golden Eagle.

The commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR does not address the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act and inadequately addresses the issue of golden eagle collisions with turbines. The
commenter also asserts that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to make any determination on the significance
of impacts to golden eagles during operation and maintenance of the project, which is likely
where the greatest and cumulative impacts will occur.

With regard to discussion of the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act, please see Section
3.21.3.1 (Federal Regulations), where the Bald and Golden Eagle Act (BGEPA) is described.
Section 3.21.1.3 (Special-Status Animal Species), which includes species protected under the
BGEPA in the definition of special-status species addressed in the Draft EIS/EIR. Section 3.21.1
(Environmental Setting), identifies golden eagle as a species known to breed in the region and
that is protected under the BGEPA.

With regard to the commenter statement that the Draft EIS/EIR contains an inadequate analysis of
golden eagle collisions with turbines, the commenter does not provide specific detail or examples
of any potential inadequacies in the analysis. Kern County and the BLM have considered the best
available information in the analysis of operational impacts to golden eagles contained in the
Draft EIS/EIR. Section 4.21.3.3, pages 4.21-16 and 4.21-18 through 4.21-23 all discuss the
potential operational and maintenance impacts of the project to Golden Eagle. Regarding the
determination of significance, see page 4.21-29, where operational impacts to special-status birds
and bats from collisions with turbines is identified as a significant and unavoidable impact under
CEQA.. Determinations of significance are not made for impacts under NEPA.

The commenter also notes the “no net loss” standard for eagles under the Final Rule on Eagle Act
Take Permits, and states that it is unknown whether proposed mitigation efforts identified in the
draft Eagle Conservation Plan in Appendix D-30 will “pass muster” with USFWS. Kern County
and the BLM note that the project proponent is currently in the process of developing the Eagle
Plan in consultation with the USFWS. This Plan is required by Mitigation Measure 4.21-7
(Eagle Conservation Plan); which states that the project proponent shall develop and implement
an Eagle Conservation Plan or equivalent document to address project impacts to golden eagles.

The commenter states that the locations of active and inactive golden eagle nests within ten miles
of the project site identified in the Draft EIS/EIR (page 4.21-7) contradicts the National Golden
Eagle Colloguium on March 2-3, 2010 because attendees of the Colloquium concluded that
recommended buffers are at least 4-10 air miles from a golden eagle territory. The commenter
states that the actual number of territories that occur on the project site is not identified in the
Draft EISEIR.

The comment is noted. However, it is not clear to what the suggestion regarding buffers being
established at least 4-10 air miles from territories is referring to. It is also noted that this is a
suggestion and not an Agency approved protocol. Because the number of territories in a given
region will vary from year to year, Kern County and the BLM have determined that the
identification of active and inactive nestsin proximity to the project is an adequate measure of the
density of the local breeding population in the context of the impact analysis presented in Section
4.21 of the Draft EISEIR.

The commenter states that the draft Eagle Conservation Plan in Appendix D-30 of the Draft
EIS/EIR needs to follow the Draft Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance as issued by the USFWS.
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The suggestions will be considered by the BLM and Kern County. The EIS/EIR prepared for this
project aso includes mitigation measures that require monitoring [See MM 4.21-10 (Post-
Construction Breeding Monitoring), 4.21-11 (Post-Construction Avian and Bat Mortality
Monitoring), and 4.21-14 (Post-Construction Condor Monitoring)]. These monitoring reports will
include evaluation of the portions of the project described note that the wind energy projects that
have been permitted by Kern County in the last severa years have included mitigation measures
which establish consistent monitoring protocols and data submission standards. Please note that
the project proponent is currently in the process of developing the Eagle Plan in consultation with
the USFWS.

8-W  The commenter states that comparing densities of golden eagles from other parts of the country is
inappropriate, and the goal of the environmental review is to identify the impacts to the local
environment that includes maintaining golden eagles across their natural range. The commenter
states that impacting golden eagles even in areas of low densities fails the metric of maintaining
eagles across their range.

The comment is noted. Kern County and the BLM considered the best available data and
information when analyzing impacts to golden eagles, and that includes data for the species
collected in other parts of the country in areas across their range.

8-X  The commenter suggests that the Draft EIS/EIR be revised and recirculated in order to reconsider
impacts to golden eagles using recommendations and analysis by eagle experts that conducted the
surveys aswell as qualified independent golden eagle experts.

The Draft EISEIR incorporated recommendations by Western EcoSystems Technology, Inc.
(WEST), the eagle experts who performed the surveys. The public review period for the Draft
EIS/EIR provided an opportunity for eagle experts (among others) to comment on the project, and
the agencies' own expert personnel will consider the data in making permit decisions. Also, the
BLM and project proponent are currently consulting with the USFWS regarding to compliance
with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act compliance. Therefore, there is no need for
recirculation of the document.

8Y  The commenter notes the protection of raptors under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. The
commenter states that several questions remain unanswered, including how close raptor nests
including red-tailed hawk are to proposed wind turbines, is red-tailed hawk data from the project
site reflective of high or low density compared to other parts of the country, is the proposed
project likely to result in impacts to the local red-tailed hawk population from turbine collisions
and if so, how will these impacts be minimized? The commenter states that these and other
similar guestions need to be addressed in a supplemental EIS/EIR because of the potentia for
significant impacts to local and migratory raptor populations, which are not analyzed in the Draft
EISEIR.

The proximity of raptor nests, including red-tailed hawk, is identified in Section 3.21.2 and
Appendix D-8 (see Figure 2 — Location of raptor nests at the Alta East Wind Resource Area). As
described in Appendix D-8, in 2011 seven active red-tailed hawk nests were identified between
two and ten miles from the project site, but none were identified on site or within two miles. It is
unclear what information would be gained in terms of the impact analysis by comparing red-
tailed hawk population density in the project area to other areas in the country. Pages 4.21-19 to
4.21-20 of the analysis state that based on species composition of the most common raptor
fatalities at other western wind-energy facilities, and species composition of raptors observed at
the AEWP during the surveys, the majority of the fatalities of diurnal raptors would likely consist
of red-tailed hawks. Coallisions with turbines were found to be a significant and unavoidable
impact under CEQA for red-tailed hawks as well as al affected avian species. As stated in
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Section 4.21.3.3, the impacts would be minimized through implementation of mitigation
measures, but not to a level below significance. Mitigation to minimize impacts to loca and
migratory raptor populations include Mitigation Measures 4.21-6 (Avian and Bat Protection
Plan), 4.21-7 (Eagle Conservation Plan), 4.21-8 (Lighting Specifications to Minimize Bird and
Bat Collisions), 4.21-9 (Minimize Avian and Bat Turbine Strikes), 4.21-10 (Post-Construction
Breeding Monitoring), 4.21-11 (Post-Construction Avian and Bat Mortality Monitoring), 4.21-12
(Supplemental Measures for Unanticipated Significant Impacts), and 4.21-14 (Post-Construction
Condor Monitoring).

Contrary to the commenter’s assertion, impacts to local and migratory raptor populations are
analyzed in the Draft EIS/EIR in Section 4.21.3.3, and a supplemental document is not warranted.

The commenter states that, because burrowing owls are in decline throughout California,
burrowing owls on the proposed project site and on other renewable energy projects become even
more important to species conservation efforts. The commenter states that the EIS/EIR needs to
evaluate the potential impacts of the proposed project on this regional distribution of owls.

The comment regarding the importance of the local burrowing owl population to species
conservation efforts is noted. Impacts to burrowing owls are addressed in Section 4.21 (see pages
4.21-9 to 4.21-10, 4.21-16 to 4.21-18, 4.21-25, 4.21-36, and 4.21-39. As described in Section
4.21, operational impacts to the regional population of burrowing owls are significant and
unavoidable under CEQA both at a project level as well as cumulatively. A recirculated or
supplemental document is not warranted as aresult of this comment.

The commenter states that the impact analysis needs to incorporate the most recent guidance from
the Cdifornia Department of Fish and Game on the impact evaluation and mitigation for
burrowing owl. The commenter states that specific mitigation for burrowing owl is required, and
states that compensatory mitigation should be based on the number of burrowing owl territories
ultimately impacted during construction. The commenter further states that language should be
incorporated into the compensatory mitigation to specify that mitigation lands acquired for
burrowing owl must be native habitats on undisturbed lands, not cultivated lands that are subject
to land use changes.

The impact analysis presented in the Draft EIS/EIR did consider and incorporate the most recent
burrowing owl guidance from the CDFG, as appropriate. Pages 4.21-9 to 4.21-10 of the EISEIR
describes the requirements of the CDFG, as described in the Staff Report on Burrowing Owl
Mitigation . Note that the guidance is voluntary, and general recommendations contained within
the guidance can and should be modified where needed to account for site- and project-specific
conditions.

Regarding the comment about burrowing owl compensatory mitigation, please see Mitigation
Measure 4.21-3, part 7(e) which requires offsite compensation for impacts to burrowing owl
territories consistent with the current (2012) CDFG Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation.

With regard to the commenter’s statement that mitigation should consist of native habitats on
undisturbed lands, as shown in Section 7.3, Mitigation Measure 4.21-3 has been revised as
follows;

MM 4.21-3 (No changes made to parts 1-7(d) of MM 4.21-3)

7(e) Impactsto burrowing owl territories shall be mitigated through a combination of off-site
habitat compensation and/or off-site restoration of disturbed habitat to native habitat
capable of supporting this species. The acquisition of occupied habitat off-site shall bein
an area where turbines would not pose a mortality risk. Acquisition of habitat shall be
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consistent with the California Department of Fish and Game's Saff Report on Burrowing
Owl Mitigation (CDFG, 2012). The preserved habitat shall be occupied by burrowing owl
and shall support native vegetation, and shall be of superior or similar habitat quality to
the impacted areas in terms of soil features, extent of disturbance, habitat structure, and
dominant species composition, as determined by a qualified ornithologist. Preservation of
cultivated lands will not be allowed in order to ensure the habitat will be preserved in
perpetuity. The site shall be approved by the California Department of Fish and Game.
Land shall be purchased and/or placed in a conservation easement in perpetuity and
managed to maintain suitable habitat. The offsite area to be preserved can coincide with
off-site mitigation lands for permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation communities, with
the approval of the Bureau of Land Management and the California Department of Fish
and Game.

8-B2 The commenter states that passive relocation of burrowing owls may ultimately result in ‘take.’
The commenter states that other renewable energy projects in the area have been required to
construct two burrows for every burrowing owl burrow destroyed and that this strategy should be
included in the supplemental Draft EIS/EIR.

The commenter’ s statements that relocated burrowing owls compete for resources and may move
into less suitable habitat, which may result in take is noted. Mitigation Measure 4.21-3, part 7
allows passive relocation only outside of the nesting season, and if proposed, requires the project
proponent to develop eviction plans in coordination with CDFG. Eviction would be permitted
only after Kern County and the BLM receive formal written approval from the CDFG authorizing
the eviction. The commenter’s request for the strategy of constructing two burrows for every
burrowing owl burrow disturbed or destroyed to be included in the Draft EIS/EIR is noted. The
number of artificial burrows to be constructed for any burrowing owls to be relocated would be
determined in coordination with CDFG and would be provided in a Burrowing Owl Mitigation
and Monitoring Plan.

8-C2 The commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR incompletely evaluates bat foraging on site.
Furthermore, the comment states that the color of the turbine towers could attract insects on
which bats prey causing bat mortality at tall wind turbines during nocturnal insect migrations.

The commenter’s statement that the Draft EIS/EIR fails to evaluate bat foraging on site is noted;
however, bat foraging is addressed on pages 3.21-29 to 3.21-32, 4.21-10 to 4.21-11, and 4.21-17
to 4.21-18.

The commenter states the Draft EIS/EIR fails to address two potential impacts to bat species:
wind turbine color and height of wind turbines and cited two studies published in the European
Journa of Wildlife Research. The impact analysis in the Draft EIS/EIR evauated the project
design proposed by the Applicant and variations in wind turbine color and wind turbine height
were not considered as part of the analysis.

A comparison of bat collision risk for short and tall wind turbines is beyond the scope of analysis
for a project-specific EISEIR. The scope of anaysis for the bat collision risk in the Draft
EIS/EIR was to evaluate the baseline survey data from the AEWP surveys and information from
other nearby projects to assess impacts on those species based on the proposed project.

As described in Section 2.1.2.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the WTGs would be light gray in color with
a non-reflective finish, which is consistent with the requirements of the Kern County design
guidelines specified in the WE Combining District, as well as Federal Aviation Administration
(FAA) requirements. Long et a. (2011), cited by the commenter, conducted an assessment of the
attractiveness of various colors to insects, with the goal of assessing whether turbine color played
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arole in attracting insects (and bats that could be killed at turbines while foraging). The authors
found that insects were attracted to white and light gray colors significantly more than several
other colors tested. However, the study consisted of laying out variously colored cards onto the
ground near a wind turbine at midday and one hour after sunset, and counting the number of
insects associated with each colored card. On some evenings (but not all), a lamp was used to
illuminate the cards. It is likely that a different assemblage of insects forages near the ground
compared with at rotor-swept height, where aggregating insects could put bats at risk from
collison. Aerially foraging insects may not show the same patterns of attraction to the colors
noted in the study as the insects foraging near the ground. Second, night lighting (especially white
light) is known to attract insects and the use of lamps for some of the evening portions of the
study likely confounded results. Finally, the color found in the study to attract the fewest insects,
purple, is not a feasible mitigation due to the impacts it would cause for other issue areas
(namely, visua resources). It should also be noted that the study identified paint colors with
higher ultraviolet and infrared reflection as being significantly more attractive to insects. The
turbines associated with the proposed project would be painted with a non-reflective finish, which
may reduce attractiveness to insects. Very little is known about the effects of turbine color on the
attraction of insects and resulting mortality of bats, and the results of this study do not warrant
additional mitigation for the proposed project. As Long et al. (2010) state, “...it should be made
clear that modifying turbine colour aone may not be enough to mitigate the problem of wildlife-
turbine interaction and that further research into other aspects such as thermal generation is
needed.”

It is not clear whether there is a direct relationship between insect assemblages and wind turbine
color and height in the western United States. As stated in Rydell et a. (2010), the mortality of
bats at wind developments is a complex phenomenon, and insect migration remains one of
severa viable hypotheses. As described in Section 4.21.3.3, the level of bat fatalities at wind
developments depends on many variables, including local environmental characteristics and
specific weather conditions, but no single predictive factor has yet been identified. It is likely that
risk to bats varies seasonally, dependent on weather, migration of bats, migration of insect
populations (food sources), and other factors not clearly understood at thistime. Kern County and
the BLM thank the commenter for the additional information, but note that this information does
not change the conclusions identified in the EIR/EIS regarding the analysis of potential impacts to
bats.

The commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR does not estimate the number of desert tortoises that
occur in the project area and how many will be impacted by the proposed project. The commenter
also notes that it appears desert tortoise will remain on site during construction and operation, but
no clear information is proved regarding how those tortoises will be protected from harm in
perpetuity.

Regarding the protection of tortoises on site during construction and operation, Mitigation
Measures 4.21-1, 4.21-2, and 4.21-3 require biologica monitoring of ground disturbance during
the construction and operation phases, minimization of disturbance areas during construction and
operation, a speed limit of 15 miles per hour on all dirt access/maintenance roads, the requirement
that al vehicles remain on designated access/maintenance roads, a Worker Education Awareness
Program that all construction and operation personnel must attend, pre-construction surveys for
desert tortoise and the use of temporary tortoise-proof fencing around construction areas, the
requirement that whenever a vehicle or any construction equipment is parked longer than 15
minutes within desert tortoise habitat the ground around and underneath the vehicle will be
inspected for desert tortoises prior to moving the vehicle; the requirement that, unless otherwise
authorized through the context of the Biological Opinion (BO) and 2081 take authorization, any
tortoise encountered in the work areawill be left to move on its own and would not be handled; a

February 2013 7.4-95 Alta East Wind Project (AEWP)

Final EIS



7. Responses to Comments Bureau of Land Management

8-E2

8-F2

8-G2

biological monitor will survey for tortoises immediately in front of vegetation clearance
activities; avoidance of desert tortoise burrows unless otherwise authorized by the USFWS and
CDFG; Construction pipe, culvert, or similar structures with a diameter greater than three (3)
inches and stored less than eight (8) inches above ground on the construction site for one or more
nights shall be inspected for tortoises and other special-status wildlife before the material is
moved, buried, or capped; open trenches would be fenced with temporary tortoise-proof fencing
or inspected by authorized personnel periodically, at the beginning and at the end of each day,
and immediately before backfilling; following construction, preparation of a report documenting
the numbers and locations of desert tortoises encountered, their disposition, effectiveness of
protective measures, practicality of protective measures, and recommendations for future
measures that allow for better protection or more workable implementation; notification
procedures upon encountering a dead or injured tortoise; and biological monitoring during any
O&M activities conducted during the desert tortoise active period (March 15 to May 31 and
September 1 to October 31) that may result in ground disturbance, such as weed management or
vehicular access off of a designated access/maintenance road.

The commenter states that it is unclear the amount of tortoise habitat that occurs on site, and that
the Draft EIS/EIR fails to analyze the impacts to tortoise habitat. The commenter notes that
impacts would occur from turbine construction and road building, which would fragment habitat
and provide additional accessinto areas that previously were inaccessible.

The entire project site and gen-tie route supports suitable habitat for the desert tortoise; therefore,
al impacts to vegetation and habitat analyzed in Sections 4.17 and 4.21 are considered impacts to
tortoise habitat. As stated on page 4.21-3, the maximum ground disturbance in tortoise habitat
that would result from permanent proposed project features and the temporary construction ROW
is estimated at 656 acres. Of this, roughly 94 acres would be permanent habitat loss. Public access
to the project site would be prohibited; therefore, the project would not result in an increase in
accessibility for the general public.

The commenter states that mitigation proposed is too vague and confusing to be meaningful and
cites the requirement for compensatory mitigation for permanent impacts. The commenter also
notes that if compensation lands for tortoise and other resources are nested, the compensation
lands must provide habitat for all affected resources, and that if aternative desert tortoise
mitigation (restoration, enhancement, and management of disturbed lands) is selected, mitigation
is still required for the other species.

The strategy for achieving compensatory mitigation for permanent impacts to desert tortoise
habitat allows for acquisition, restoration/enhancement or disturbed lands, and mitigation banking
as options in order to allow flexibility in meeting the needs of Kern County and the BLM as well
as additional agencies that may require compensatory mitigation to work together to identify
specific compensatory lands that will provide the most meaningful benefit to the target resources,
including desert tortoise. Nesting of compensatory mitigation required by mitigation measures or
other permits and authorizations (such as a Biological Opinion, 2081 take authorization, etc.) is
appropriate provided the compensation lands support suitable and/or occupied habitat for all
target species. The project proponent is required to fully implement its mitigation requirements
for al resources, regardless of the strategy option(s) ultimately selected.

The comment states that the construction of the proposed project further increases emissions of
particulate matter because of the disruption and elimination of potentially hundreds of acres of
cryptobiaotic soil crusts. Draft EIS/EIR does not describe the on-site cryptobiotic soil crusts and
fails to provide a map of the soil crusts over the project site, and to present any avoidance or
minimization measures. The revised Draft EISEIR must identify the extent of the cryptobiotic
soils on site and analyze potential impacts to these ecosystem components.
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The project’s fugitive dust control measures are designed to require al disturbed areas to be
stabilized in a manner that would be similar to the stabalization afforded by crytobiotic soils. The
reduction in biotic CO2 uptake from the project, including that from disturbed cryptobiotic soils,
is very small in comparison to the reduction of CO2 caused by the projects renewable energy
displacement of fossil fuel combustion.

The commenter states that a plant association identified in Section 3.17, Brittlebush Scrub-
Mormon Tea Scrub, is a regionally unique plant community because Encelia farinosa is not
known from Kern County except as a “waif” at Edwards Air Force Base. The commenter states
that as a regionally unique plant community, impacts should be more carefully analyzed and
mitigated.

As discussed in Draft EIS/EIR Appendix D-24 (page 31, Figure 4 and Appendix A), Encelia
farinosa was not found within the project site. Furthermore, this finding was also confirmed
within Draft EISEIR Appendix D-27 (page A-1, Appendix A).

The commenter states that because of the uniqueness of water resources in the desert, all desert
washes and ephemera streams should be avoided, and expresses concern about impacts in desert
washes creating erosion and sedimentation. The commenter discusses the ecologica functions of
desert washes and the proportionally higher vegetation and wildlife abundance and diversity
associated with washes compared with the surrounding uplands.

The distribution of desert washes and ephemera streams throughout the site (see Figures 3.17-2,
3.17-4, and 3.17-5) coupled with the nature of construction and operation of a wind energy
project, makes complete avoidance of these features infeasible. The comment is correct in noting
that ephemeral and intermittent streams are an important component to the existing environment,
and important to native plants and animals. Potential impacts of the project associated with
drainage pattern alterations, including erosion and sedimentation, would be minimized through
implementation of Mitigation Measures 4.17-4 (Best Management Practices for Activities In or
Near Ephemeral Drainages) and 9.19-4 (Submit a Drainage Design Plan). Mitigation Measure
4.17-4 has been updated as follows:

MM 4.17-4 Best Management Practices for Activities In or Near Ephemeral Drainages.
Prior to the issuance of grading or building permits by the County and/or a Notice to Proceed by
the BLM, the project proponent shall submit a plan which demonstrates how the project
proponent will implement al mitigation measures and conditions contained within the Streambed
Alteration Agreement obtained from the California Department of Fish and Game for impacts to
jurisdictional areas. In addition, the following Best Management Practices shall be implemented
during al construction activity in or near ephemeral drainages.

1. Vehicles and equipment shall not be operated in ponded or flowing water except as described
in the Streambed Alteration Agreement.

2. The project proponent shall minimize road building, construction activities, and vegetation
clearing within ephemeral drainagesto the extent feasible.

3. The project proponent shall not allow water containing mud, silt, or other pollutants from
grading or other activities to enter ephemeral drainages or be placed in locations that may be
subjected to high storm flows.

4. Spail sites shall not be located within 30 feet from the boundaries of drainages or in locations
that may be subjected to high storm flows, where spoils might be washed back into drainages.

5. Raw cement/concrete or washings thereof, asphalt, paint or other coating material, oil or
other petroleum products, or any other substances that could be hazardous to vegetation or
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wildlife resources, resulting from project-related activities, shall be prevented from con-
taminating the soil and/or entering ephemeral drainages.

6. When operations are completed, any excess materials or debris shall be removed from the
work area. No rubbish shall be deposited within 150 feet of the high water mark of any
drainage.

7. No equipment maintenance shall occur within 150 feet of any ephemeral drainage where
petroleum products or other pollutants from the equipment may enter these areas under any
flow.

8. Avoid placing turbine support structures in aguatic features to the maximum extent
practicable.

9. Natural washes shall be used for flood control, to the maximum extent practicable.

10. The number of road crossings over waters shall be minimized to the extent feasible and
necessary crossings shall be designed to provide adequate flow-through during storm events
to the maximum extent practicable.

Impacts to native plants and animals are characterized in Sections 4.17 and 4.21, respectively,
including as relevant to surface water features and identification of mitigation measures where
necessary to minimize adverse effects. The proposed AEWP would not result in any significant
unavoidable impacts to surface waters and drainage patterns.

The commenter states that the use of washes for any of the proposed project facilities, including
access roads and transmission should be prohibited, as destruction of associated vegetation.
Specifically the commenter states that creation of a network of new roads in the washes shold be
avoided because such roads would destroy vegetation and habitat, increase siltation, and destroy

soil integrity.
Please see Responses to Comments 2-J and 8-12.

The commenter states that only two of the proposed conservation plans that the project proposes
to use for on-site resources as avoidance and minimization have been included in the Draft
EIS/EIR, and lists other plans required by mitigation measures.

Those measures in the EISEIR that call for the preparation of plans as a component of a
mitigation measure, including the plans identified in the comment, provide adequate descriptions
of the intent of these plans, the required content for these plans, and performance standards for
implementation of mitigation actions, as feasible. The mitigation measures aso indicate where
certain plans must be reviewed and approved by appropriate agencies and, where applicable, must
conform to established protocols or guidance promulgated by responsible resource agencies, such
as the US Fish and Wildlife Service. Therefore, the required content of the plans is known to the
reader and it is possible to evaluate the minimization of impacts. A supplemental document is not
warranted as aresult of this comment.

In regards to the Fugitive Dust Control Plan, measures required in the plan are generally spelled
out in the mitigation measures and the plan will only be providing clarification of the exact
approach and other needed information, such as contact information and proposed compliance
assurance/monitoring methods.

The commenter states that for a number of species (condor, golden eagle, etc.), habitat acquisition
to offset impacts is not required. The comment further states that the compensation lands must
already be inhabited by the same species for which mitigation is sought, so that there would be a
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net decrease in habitat for impacted species. Therefore, the comment asserts that a minimum 5:1
ratio is more appropriate for all habitat impacts.

The mitigation measures for providing mitigation lands require the appropriate agencies review
and approve the mitigation sites prior to acquisition (for example, see Mitigation Measures 4.17-1
for native habitats and 4.21-3 for burrowing owl). With regard to the recommendation for a
minimum 5:1 mitigation ratio, Mitigation Measure 4.17-1 includes compensation and/or
restoration at a minimum 1:1 ratio for upland habitats and 3:1 for desert wash habitats or as
required by the permitting agencies. Kern County and the BLM have determined that this
approach is appropriate for the purposes of CEQA and NEPA. Compensation is just one of the
mitigation strategies identified to minimize impacts to biological resources.

The commenter describes cumulative impact analysis as a critical part of a CEQA anaysis, and
cites case law. The commenter states that where impacts of a project are “cumulatively
considerable” the agency must also examine alternatives that would avoid those impacts and
mitigation measures for those impacts, and describes different ways that potential cumulative
impacts can be addressed.

Kern County and the BLM agree that a cumulative impact analysis is a required component of
CEQA anaysis. As such, each of the impact analysis sections included in Chapter 4 of the
EIS/EIR contain an analysis of cumulative impacts of the project (Alternative A) and each of the
six project alternatives (Alternatives B-G). Additionally, beginning on page 4.1-4, Section 4.1.6
provides a complete discussion of the cumulative analysis approach. Section 2.1 of the EIS/EIR
also includes a discussion of the alternatives development and screening processing, beginning on

page 2-2.

The commenter agrees with the conclusions in the Draft EIS/EIR regarding significant
cumulative impacts to wildlife movement and migration corridors, avian and bat collisions, and
displacement of sensitive avian and bat species, and states that consideration of the County’s
purpose and need for the project should be clarified. The commenter states that approving another
wind project will do nothing to decrease the significant impacts to these resources.

Although significant cumulative impacts would occur, the avoidance and minimization measures
as well as compensatory mitigation to offset direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to wildlife
resources would assure compliance with state and federal laws, and the impacts would have no
substantial adverse effects following mitigation for most resources. The potentia for significant
cumulative impacts does not change the project objectives of the project, which include
potentially beneficial impacts. The project objectives include supporting California s Renewable
Portfolio Standard (RPS) and California Assembly Bill 32 by serving as a source of clean
renewable energy, reducing the need for eectricity generated from fossil fuels and offsetting
greenhouse gas emissions; and creating a substantial number of temporary and permanent jobs in
the county. Please see Section 2.1.2.1 for acomplete list.

The commenter defines cumulative impacts under NEPA, citing case law.
Thisinformation is noted.

The commenter, citing case law, describes NEPA requirements for conducting cumulative
analysis, including determination of whether a proposed action will significantly impact the
human environment, the requirement for quantification or detailed information in the analysis, a
consideration of the actual environmental effects that can be expected on resources from
cumulative projects, and that the cumulative analysis must be done as early in the environmental
review process as possible (before the action takes place).
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Thisinformation is noted.

The commenter states that NEPA regulations also require that indirect effects including changes
to land use patterns and induced growth be analyzed, and defines indirect effects. The commenter
references case law pertaining to growth-inducing effects.

Thank you for your comment. Growth inducing impacts of the project were analyzed and
discussed in Section 4.24 (Growth-Inducing Impacts) of the Draft EIS/EIR. Cumul ative impacts,
which include the evaluation of indirect effects, were considered and evaluated in detail in this
EIS/EIR. The evaluation of indirect effects within the cumulative analysis was developed by the
EISEEIR preparers at the direction of and in coordination with BLM and Kern County using
appropriate screening criteria pursuant to NEPA and CEQA. These criteria were used to evaluate
whether a potential alternative would result in indirect or cumulative impacts, and included
avoidance or reduction of any such identified potentially significant environmental impacts.

The commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR failed to include an analysis of the growth inducing
cumul ative impacts from the project.

Growth inducing impacts of the project were analyzed and discussed in Section 4.24 (Growth-
Inducing Impacts) of the Draft EIS/EIR. Employment, proposed transmission line facilities, and
roadways associated with the AEWP would not induce growth. Implementation of the proposed
AEWP would be in response to anticipated future load growth and would be consistent with
current regional planning projections.

The commenter concludes the comment letter by stating the Draft EIS/EIR is inadequate because
it omits important information regarding potentialy significant impacts, especially to California
condor, golden eagle, and other rare and unique biological species and resources, and fails to
consider a range of aternatives that will avoid the impacts to sensitive biological resources. The
commenter urges Kern County and the BLM to revise the environmental review documents and
provide a supplemental Draft EIS/EIR that addresses all of the issues raised in the comment |etter.

Please see Responses to Comments 8-A though 8-R2.

The comments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisorsfor consideration.

The commenter provided a number of references (as a CD attachment) as support to their
comments.

All provided references will be included as part of the administrative record for the EISEIR. The
comments and supporting references have been noted for the record and will be provided to the
Kern County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Response to Comment Letter 9: Sierra Club/Defenders of Wildlife/Audubon
California (September 26, 2012)

9-A  Thank you for your comments. The participation of the Sierra Club/Defenders of
Wildlife/Audubon California in the public review of this document is appreciated. The
commenter provides an introduction to the comment letter and provides a brief description about
the three groups that are commenting.

Responses to your concerns are provided in Responses to Comments 9-B through 9-F2.

9-B  The commenter expresses support for the preferred NEPA alternative: Alternative C, Reduced
Project North.

Section 2.1.1, Alternatives Development and Screening, of the Draft EISEIR, describes the
process used by the BLM and the County to develop and screen the alternatives. Alternative C
was selected as the environmentally superior aternative by the County through a process of
comparing aternatives. As supported in the analysis sections of the EIS/EIR (Section 4),
Alternative C was selected for the following reasons:

e Result in 20 percent lower annual/total construction emissions and dlightly less O&M
emissions,

e  Slight decrease in potential for impacts during construction to known and unknown cultural
resources,

e Reduced noise impacts by eiminating sensitive receptors subject to construction and
operational noise north of SR 58;

o  Slight decrease in potential for impacts during construction to paleontological resources;

o Slight decrease in potential for impacts during construction and operation to geology and
s0il resources;

o  Slightly reduce daily traffic volumes during construction;

e Reduce disturbance to vegetation communities down to nine (9) sensitive vegetation
communities and land cover types, as well as reducing acreage of temporary and permanent
disturbance;

¢  Reduce visual impactsto viewers north of SR 58;

o  Slightly reduce water use during construction and operation;
e  Slightly reduce potential for wildfire ignition; and

e  Reduce potential for impacts to golden eagles and condors.

In accordance with NEPA reguirements, the “preferred aternative” is a preliminary indication of
the federal responsible official’s preference of action, which is chosen from among the proposed
action and dternatives. The preferred alternative may be selected for a variety of reasons (such as
the priorities of the particular lead agency) in addition to the environmental considerations
discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR. In accordance with NEPA (40 CFR81502.14(€)), the BLM has
identified its preferred alternative as Alternative C, Reduced Project North. The BLM's ultimate
decision as to the alternative selected will be set forth in its record of decision pursuant to 40 CFR
8§ 1505.2.

This conclusion does not dismiss the validity of the alternative, but rather concludes that impacts
would be less than those associated with Alternative A.

9-C  The commenter expresses support for preferred CEQA dternative: Alternative C, Reduced
Project North.
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Please see Response to Comment 9-B.

The commenter notes and thanks the proponent for the amount of effort and information provided
with respect to wildlife usage of the site. Commenter also notes the advance preparation and
availability of the draft Avian Bat Protection Plan and Eagle Conservation Plan. Commenter
recommends that Kern County and the BLM require future wind energy applications to meet this
level of effort.

The Fina EISEIR is intended to evaluate the proposed Alta East Wind Project and the
Alternatives presented within Section 2.0 under both NEPA and CEQA. Based on these
limitations, the analysis is not able to require Kern County and the BLM to require future wind
energy applications to meet the requested level of effort. Such a change is related to Lead
Agency policy asit relates to both NEPA and CEQA requirements.

The commenter states that the Draft EISEIR fails to address issues of habitat fragmentation from
the proposed project, and recommends the application of the USFWS' Land-Based Wind Energy
Guidelines in the impact analysis to evaluate the habitat fragmentation impacts from the proposed
project. The commenter also recommends using the guidance in that document for minimizing
and mitigating residual impacts. The commenter also references an attached letter from another
company (enXco) to Secretary Salazar; however, this letter was not attached to the comment
letter submitted to Kern County and the BLM by the commenter.

Please see the discussion of wildlife movement and migration corridors in Section 4.21.3.3 of the
Draft EIS/EIR for a discussion of the proposed project’s potential impacts related to habitat
fragmentation for wildlife (pages 4.21-27 to 4.21-28). As described in that section, the project
would not permanently preclude access by most wildlife (with the possible exception of large
terrestrial species). Fencing would be designed to allow small animals and species such as desert
tortoise to pass underneath (see Mitigation Measure 4.21-2 [Wildlife Impact Avoidance and
Minimization]). Additionally, this section notes that surveys of the project site over several years
have not detected large amounts of sign from terrestrial wildlife that would indicate that the area
is used extensively for movement or migration. The analysis concludes that project site is not in
an area that, either by topography or by habitat, would be expected to “funnel” terrestrial wildlife
movement into a defined corridor; therefore, the project is not expected to substantialy interfere
with wildlife movement during operation and maintenance. Further, as the commenter notes, the
USFWS Wind Energy Guidelines are voluntary, and were one source of information used in the
impact analysis (see Draft EISEIR page 4.21-18). These guidelines, as utilized within the
EISEIR, are referenced by the USFWS at: http://www.fws.gov/habitatconservation/
windpower/wind_turbine advisory committee.html.

The commenter states that the project proponent’s raptor and other avian baseline and risk
analyses presented in Appendix D of the Draft EIS/EIR are confusing as a baseline description of
the avian use of the project site. Commenter specifically comments on statistical analyses
presented in the proponent’s reports and methods used to assess risk to birds. Commenter
recommends comparing raptor use to other projects in the Tehachapis, suggests a published study
to consider, and suggest that the proponent should characterize habitat and bird usage per planned
turbine location rather than sectors or the entire site when conducting the risk assessment.

Please see Response to Comment 8-N with respect to avian risk analysis. The Draft EISEIR
Appendix D analyses are just one source of information used to conduct the impact assessment
under CEQA and NEPA. However, it is noted that the setting presented in Section 3.21.1 of the
EIS/EIR provides sufficient baseline information regarding avian use at the site and in the region
that is based on information provided by the project proponent as well as other sources of
information including published literature, federal and state databases, and the results of studies
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conducted for other projects in the region. The BLM and Kern County have determined that the
baseline description provided in the Draft EIR/EIS clearly identifies conditions at the project site.
Please see Section 4.21.5 of the Draft EISEIR for the BLM and Kern County’s cumulative
assessment of potential impacts to raptors and other birds, which considered information from
other wind developmentsin the Tehachapi area.

The commenter states that the proponent’ s analysis of mapped flight paths would suggest that the
proponent further evaluate turbine design in areas four, five, and six, and prioritize monitoring in
these areas. The commenter also recommends that monitoring protocol and data should be
standardized across al wind projects in the Tehachapis for cumulative impact comparisons and
comparison across projects.

The suggestions will be considered by the BLM and Kern County. Kern County and the BLM
note that the wind energy projects that have been permitted by Kern County in the last severa
years have included mitigation measures which establish consistent monitoring protocols and data
submission standards. The EIS/EIR prepared for this project aso include mitigation measures
that require monitoring [See MM 4.21-10 (Post-Construction Breeding Monitoring), 4.21-11
(Post-Construction Avian and Bat Mortality Monitoring), and 4.21-14 (Post-Construction Condor
Monitoring)]. These monitoring reports will include evaluation of the portions of the project
described by the commenter.

The commenter states that the estimate of mortality should be revised to consider the Pine Tree
wind project, located in the Tehachapi Mountains, which shows a higher risk in this area. The
commenter recommends the use of a risk adverse analysis or to use the mortality averages stated
in Appendix D-3 as thresholds in the BBCS. The commenter also recommends that monitoring
protocol and data should be standardized across all wind projects in the Tehachapi Mountains for
cumul ative impact comparisons and comparison across projects.

Please see Draft EIS/EIR Section 4.21.3.3 for Kern County and the BLM’ assessment of impacts
to birds from operation of the proposed project, in which data from the Pine Tree wind
development are considered. The biological reports prepared in relation to this project (presented
in Appendix D of the Draft EIS/EIR) are just one source of information used by Kern County and
the BLM to assess the potential impacts of the project; other studies, knowledge of biological
resources within the region, and regulatory and other experts’ input was also considered. Section
3.21 of the EIS/EIR includes a listing of the sources used in this analysis (page 3.21.1). See
Response 9-G regarding monitoring protocols.

The commenter states that the analysis of the project area as migrating bird stopover habitat is
inadequate, and recommends conducting a more thorough analysis of nocturnal migration through
the project area using radar.

Please see Response to Comment 8-O with respect to nocturnal migration. Kern County and the
BLM have considered this comment and determined that the impact analysis contained in the
Draft EIS/EIR adequately considers available regional and local information. Please see Section
3.21.1.2 (Connectivity and Migration Corridors) for a detailed discussion of bird migration and
stopover habitat in relation to the proposed project site. Additionaly, the EIS/EIR analyzes the
potential impacts of night lighting on avian species and notes that night lighting has the potential
to disrupt avian species. Mitigation Measure 4.21-2 (Wildlife Impact Avoidance and
Minimization) requires that any night lighting used during construction be directed toward the
interior of the disturbance area or at the specific location being constructed in order to minimize
adverse effects to owls and other wildlife species. Page 4.21-13 also notes that, with regard to
construction, nocturnal wildlife would be affected less by construction than diurnal species since
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construction would occur primarily during daylight hours. The suggested requirement to conduct
additional radar analysesis not warranted given the body of information available.

9-J The commenter notes that songbirds have been the most abundant avian fatality at wind farms
outside of Cdifornia, and similar results have been found at Pine Tree. The commenter
recommends conducting a more thorough analysis of nocturnal migration through the project area
using radar.

Please see Draft EIS/EIR Section 4.21.3.3 for Kern County and the BLM’ assessment of impacts
to birds from operation of the proposed project, in which data from the Pine Tree wind
development are considered. The biological reports prepared in relation to this project (presented
in Appendix D of the Draft EIS/EIR) are just one source of information used by Kern County and
the BLM to assess the potential impacts of the project; other studies, knowledge of biological
resources within the region, and regulatory and other experts’ input was aso considered. Section
3.21 of the EIS/EIR includes alisting of the sources used in this analysis (page 3.21.1).

Please also see Responses to Comments 9-G and 9-1.

9-K  This comment is specific to the proponent’s draft Avian and Bat Protection Plan and Eagle
Conservation Plan. Both plans are being developed by the proponent in consultation with the
USFWS, and Kern County and the BLM are not involved with the development of these plans .
MM 4.21-6 (Avian and Bat Protection Plan) and MM 4.21-7 (Eagle Conservation Plan) require
the proponent to submit a current copy of the ABPP and to document that the project is in
compliance with the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act prior to the issuance of building
permits.

o-L Please see the Response to Comments 9-G and 9-1.

9-M  Please see the Response to Comments 9-G and 9-1.

9-N  Please see the Response to Comments 9-G and 9-1.

9-O  Please see the Response to Comments 9-G and 9-1.

9-P Please see the Response to Comments 9-G and 9-1.

9-Q  Please see the Response to Comments 9-G and 9-1.

9-R  Please see the Response to Comments 9-G and 9-1.

9-S Please see the Response to Comments 9-G and 9-1.

o-T Please see the Response to Comments 9-G and 9-1.

9-U Please see the Response to Comments 9-G and 9-1.

9-V  Please see the Response to Comments 9-G and 9-1.

9-W  Please see the Response to Comments 9-G and 9-1.

9-X Please see the Response to Comments 9-G and 9-1.

9-Y  The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 4.17-1 is inadequate to reduce impacts to desert
tortoise, and encourages the proponent to acquire off-site desert tortoise habitat at a 1:1 ratio for
all permanently impacted desert tortoise habitat on the project site.
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9-Z

9-A2

9-B2

9-C2

Mitigation Measure 4.17-1(6) requires that “permanent impacts to ruderal or disturbed habitats
shall be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio if those habitats support burrowing owl and/or desert tortoise.”
Therefore, Kern County and the BLM have considered this comment and determined that
Mitigation Measure 4.17-1 provides adequate mitigation for impacts to desert tortoise habitat, and
is consistent with other regional projects. Off-site compensation is one strategy to achieve, in
whole or in part, the 1:1 mitigation requirements for permanent impacts to tortoise habitat.

The commenter recommends that the proponent develop a home range buffer around active
burrows in order to maintain and conserve the small desert tortoise population on site over the life
of the project. The commenter also suggests that the proponent make every effort to leave desert
tortoise habitat intact and avoid active tortoise burrows.

Please see Mitigation Measure 4.21-3, part 8(g), which requires avoidance of any occupied and
unoccupied tortoise burrows found in the construction area and consultation with the USFWS if
burrows cannot be avoided.

The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 4.21-3 is inadequate to reduce impacts to
burrowing owl to less than significant, and recommends that the applicant mitigate for impacts to
burrowing owl territories through habitat compensation placed in conservation easements in
perpetuity and managed for the conservation of burrowing owl. The commenter also states that
burrowing owl mitigation lands should not coincide with offsite mitigation lands for conservation
of sensitive vegetation communities.

Kern County and the BLM have considered this comment and determined that Mitigation
Measure 4.21-3 provides adequate mitigation for impacts to burrowing owl territories, and is
consistent with other regional projects. This measure requires off-site compensation and/or
restoration of off-site habitat for the benefit of this species, and compensation lands shall be
purchased and/or placed in a conservation easement in perpetuity and managed to maintain
suitable habitat. With regard to offsite mitigation lands for burrowing owl and sensitive
vegetation, Kern County and the BLM have determined that the acquisition and preservation of
offsite lands to mitigate impacts to burrowing owl and sensitive vegetation is appropriate
provided the compensation lands meet the requirements for mitigation for both resources as
identified in Mitigation Measures 4.21-3 part 7(¢€) and 4.17-1.

With regard to the Avian and Bat Protection Plan required under Mitigation Measure 4.21-6, the
commenter states that risk assessments conducted in the permitting stage are often insufficient
indicators of avian mortality during project operations, and encourages a robust adaptive
monitoring and management strategy with conservation measures including seasonal curtailment,
curtailment in response to specific events, decommissioning and/or relocation of specific turbines
when mortality thresholds are met, and other measures if/when proven effective by wildlife
agencies. The commenter aso recommends that monitoring protocol and data should be
standardized across al wind projects in the Tehachapi Mountains for cumulative impact
comparisons and compari son across projects.

Please see Response to Comment 8-N with respect to avian risk analysis. Please see Mitigation
Measures 4.21-10 and 4.21-11, which require post-construction monitoring of avian breeding and
avian and bat mortality. Mitigation Measure 4.21-12 requires supplemental adaptive measures for
unanticipated significant impacts, and Mitigation Measure 4.21-14 requires additional monitoring
for California condors and measures, including specific curtailments, to minimize impacts in
response to the condor monitoring program.

The commenter states that Mitigation Measure 4.21-7 is inadequate to reduce impacts to golden
eagle to less than significant, and recommends that the fatality studies occur for the life of the
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9-E2

9-F2

project. The commenter also makes a number of detailed recommendations for revisions to the
proponent’s draft Eagle Conservation Plan. The commenter recommends that the proponent
prepare a comprehensive Golden Eagle Mitigation Strategy for its projects in the Tehachapi
Mountains similar to its California Condor Mitigation Strategy.

Please see Response to Comment 9-A2 regarding avian monitoring requirements. Please see
Responses to Comment 9-K regarding the Eagle Plan.

The commenter notes that Section 3.0 (Adaptive Management) of the proponent’s draft Eagle
Conservation Plan isincompl ete, and recommends compl eting the section.

Please see Responses to Comment 9-Kregarding the Eagle Plan.

The commenter states that the data and analysis presented in the Draft EIS/EIR and in appendices
D-13 and D-14 are inadequate to reduce impacts to Swainson’s hawk to less than significant. The
commenter recommends that the proponent also conduct a survey of foraging habitat that will be
removed by project construction and transmission infrastructure. The commenter states that
foraging habitat for nesting pairs in the Antelope Valley, including agricultural lands, is protected
and must be mitigated. The commenter suggested that CDFG can share a map of known nestsin
the Antelope Valley, and also attached the Swainson's Hawk Survey Protocols, Impact
Avoidance, and Minimization Measures for Renewable Energy Projects in the Antelope Valley of
Los Angeles and Kern Counties, California (CEC and CDFG, 2010) which includes mitigation
measures recommended by the commenter.

Kern County and the BLM have considered this comment and determined that the impact analysis
contained in the Draft EIR/EIS adequately considers available regional and local information
regarding Swainson’s hawk. The biological reports (presented in Appendix D) are just one source
of information used by Kern County and the BLM to assess the potential impacts of the project to
Swainson’s hawks, other studies, knowledge of biological resources within the region, and
regulatory and other experts' input was also considered. Section 3.21 of the EIS/EIR includes a
listing of the sources used in this analysis (page 3.21.1)

The CDFG recommends that buffer zones of a minimum of one-half (1/2) mile be placed around
nest locations away from urban development to reduce the risk of construction disturbance to
nesting Swainson’s hawks. Pre-construction surveys would be required to determine the presence
of Swainson’s hawk in and near the project area prior to ground disturbance, and a disturbance-
free buffer would be implemented around any active nests found (Mitigation Measure 4.21-3,
Pre-Construction Surveys and Minimization Measures for Special-Status Wildlife and Nesting
Birds). Mitigation presented in Section 4.21 (Wildlife Resources) to minimize impacts to
Swainson’s hawk are consistent with the Swainson’s Hawk Survey Protocols, Impact Avoidance,
and Minimization Measures for Renewable Energy Projects in the Antelope Valley of Los
Angeles and Kern Counties, California (CEC and CDFG, 2010) provided by the commenter, and
this document was considered during preparation of the Draft EISEIR. Compensation for
permanent impacts to vegetation, including potential Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat, would be
required at a minimum 1:1 ratio per Mitigation measure 4.17-1 (Habitat Restoration and
Revegetation Plan).

The commenter provided an attachment titled “Swainson’s Hawk Survey Protocols, Impact
Avoidance, and Minimization Measures for Renewable Energy Projectsin the Antelope Valley of
Los Angeles and Kern Counties, California.

The attachment will be included as part of the administrative record for the EIS/EIR.
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The comments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Comment Letter 10: The Kern Audubon Society (August 22, 2012)

“PROTECTING OUR GREAT NATIONAL HERITAGE

THE KERN AUDUBON SOCIETY

P. O. Box 3581 Bakersfield, CA 93385

August 22, 2012

Kern County Planning and Community Development Department
2700 M Street, Suite 100
Bakersfield, CA 93301

RE: DEIR of the Alta East Wind Project

Dear Jacqui Kitchen:

In regards to the alternatives presented in the DEIR for this project, the Kern Audubon
Society recommends that Alternative C and Alternative D be merged into one
alternative.

First, we strongly support the exclusion of the portion of the proposed project north of
state route 58 because of a high potential for mortality collisions by golden eagles and
California condors. This exclusion has another effect, that of enhancing the visual quality 10-A
by drivers of highway 38. Second, we also believe that the portion of Alternative D that
eliminates WTs in the area currently uwsed for grazing is important in reducing the
potential impacts by condors. Condors forage looking for dead animal carcasses. A
primary and historical food supply is cattle. The combination of altematives would result
in a highly effective and environmentally friendly choice.

We look forward to the FEIR reflecting this proposal.

v

Sincerely, s
r
7 —7"
_,..2%,{{7 2557 C/; St
Harry Love

!‘/ - 5
Conservation Chair
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Response to Comment Letter 10: The Kern Audubon Society (August 22, 2012)

10-A

Thank you for your comments. The participation of the Kern Audubon Society in the public
review of this document is appreciated. The commenter recommends that Alternatives C and D
be merged into one alternative. The commenter strongly supports the exclusion of the portion of
the project north of State Route 58 due to high potential for mortality collisions by golden eagles
and California condors. The commenter also suggests that the exclusion of the project north of
State Route 58 would enhance the visual quality of drivers; and that the portion of Alternative D
that eliminates wind turbines in the area currently used for grazing is important in reducing
impacts to condors.

Table 2.1, Project Alternative and other Alternatives analyzed in this Document, shows that
Alternative C (Reduced Project North) would eliminate a portion of the Alternative A boundary
north of State Route 58 to reduce potential biological impacts. Alternative D (Reduced Project
Southwest) would eliminate a portion of the Alternative boundary in the southwest portion of the
site to reduce potential impacts to livestock grazing.

As noted in Section 2.9 of the EIS/EIR, and “environmentally superior alternative” was selected
in accordance with CEQA requirements. The environmentally superior aternative is the
alternative found to have an overall environmental advantage compared to the other aternatives
based on the impact analysis in the EIR. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(€)(2) requires
that, if the environmentally superior aternative is the No Project alternative, the EIR identify an
environmentally superior alternative from among the other alternatives. In the case of the AEWP,
Alternative E or F (both of which are No Project Alternatives), would be environmentally
superior to any of the action alternatives. Therefore, among the other aternatives, Alternative C
(Reduced Project North) was identified as the environmentally superior aternative because it
would reduce impacts to the following: air resources, cultural resources, noise, biological and
aesthetics.

Kern County and the BLM note that Alternatives C and D, as well as 5 other alternatives, have
been identified and anayzed in the EISEIR. The fina decision regarding approva and
implementation of the project will be left to decision makers from the County and BLM.

The comments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisorsfor consideration.
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Comment Letter 11: Pacific Crest Trail Association (September 26, 2012)

11-A

11-B
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Response to Comment Letter 11: Pacific Crest Trail Association
(September 26, 2012)

11-A  Thank you for your comments. The participation of the Pacific Crest Trail Association in the
public review of this document is appreciated. The commenter states that the Draft EIS/EIR does
not comply with BLM Manual Policy Direction 6250 for National Scenic and Historic Tralils.

Refer to Response 1-A.

11-B  The commenter states that it is unacceptable to infer the rationale that since development on
private land adjacent to the federal land has already occurred, therefore, it is acceptable to place
wind turbines. Commenter also requests a visua analysis from the PCT-trail platform along with
the removal/rel ocation of turbines.

Refer to Response 1-A.
11-C  The commenter requests reclassification of the PCT to VRM Class | or ClasslI].

Refer to Response 1-C. As stated in Sections 3.18 and 4.18 of the EIS/EIR, the turbines visible in
the view from the PCT key observation point would be located within BLM lands and are
assigned IVRM Class IV. As such, this class has aready been inventoried and assigned to IVRM
Class IV, which alows for strong contrast that can demand attention and is dominant in the
landscape.

11-D  The commenter requests an assessment and disclosure of substantial interference with the nature
and purposes of the PCT.

Refer to Response 1-C. In regards to the purpose of the PCT, the 1968 National Trails System
Act describes the purpose of national scenic trails as follows. National scenic trails ... will be
extended trails so located as to provide for maximum outdoor recreation potential and for the
conservation and enjoyment of the nationally significant scenic, historic, natural, or cultura
qualities of natural, or cultural qualities of the areas through which such trails may pass.

The Project site is over one mile from the PCT; therefore, the Project would not directly interfere
with recreation activities. Also, as discussed above, the BLM’s assigned interim VRM class
allows for strong contrasts in the surrounding environment. The EIS/EIR acknowledges that
turbines would present strong structure contrast of form, line, color and texture against the
existing landscape from the PCT key observation point. However, because the entire AEWP falls
within an interim VRM Class |V designation, this level of contrast would conform with the
applicable BLM policy. Nonetheless, the EIS/EIR states the Project’s impacts to the existing
visual character are significant and unavoidable.

11-E  The commenter requests MM 4.18-5 be clarified to include discussion of the Optimal Location
Review Process, which analyzes possible trail locations based on Pacific Crest national Scenic
Trail design criteria.

Refer to Response 1-D.
11-F  The comment provides the process for relocation of the PCT.
Refer to Response 1-D.

The comments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Comment Letter 12: Pacific Gas and Electric Company (September 11, 2012)

12-A
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Response to Comment Letter 12: Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(September 11, 2012)

12-A  Thank you for your comments. The participation of Pacific Gas and Electric Company in the
public review of this document is appreciated. The commenter states that the project is occurring
outside of the service territory of Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E), and therefore
PG& E has no comment to offer regarding the Draft EIS/EIR.

The comments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisorsfor consideration.
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Comment Letter 13: Ruben Grijalva (September 26, 2012)
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Response to Comment Letter 13: Ruben Grijalva (September 26, 2012)

13-A

13-B

13-C

13-D

Thank you for your comments. Your participation in the public review of this document is
appreciated. The commenter encourages the adoption of option 1 in Mitigation Measure 4.20-2,
which discusses three options regarding fire extinguishing systems for the project. The
commenter further states that he supports the ideas contained in options 2 and 3, but they should
be in addition to option 1, not in lieu of it.

Thank you for your comment in support of the use of Option 1 as listed in MM 4.20-2 of the
EIS.EIR. Your preference for Option 1 will be considered by the decision-makers when this
project is considered at a public hearing and by the appropriate federal decision-makers.

The commenter states that he is aformer California State Fire Marshal and director of CAL FIRE
and is a supporter of aternative energy sources. He further states that he is an advocate that local,
state, and federal land use decisions not add an increased burden on the dwindling fire
suppression resources of California without built-in fire protection as mitigation. The commenter
states that his emphasis is on fire prevention, firefighter safety and reducing the costs of fire
suppression for the taxpayers of California.

Please see Response 13-A. This comment reiterates the preference for Option 1 in MM 4.20-2
and does not express issues with the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis presented in the Draft
EIS/EIR. Therefore, Kern County and the BLM determined that this comment does not address
the EIS/EIR scope, analysis, or process; as stated in CFR 1503.4(c).

The commenter states that he has supported new large developments to fund fire suppression
resources such as fire stations, fire personnel, and fire equipment, but has never supported this at
the expense of built-in fire protection. He further states that we must consider what is in the
public interest for fire and life safety beyond what is in the economic interest of the developer.

This comment does not express issues with the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis presented in
the Draft EIS/EIR. Kern County and the BLM determined that this comment was not substantive
as it is not relevant to the EIS/EIR scope, analysis, or process as stated in CFR 1503.4(c).
However, the concerns will be considered by the BLM and Kern County.

The commenter states that when afire starts in a remote location with high winds, the probability
of that fire spreading beyond the capability of the first arriving fire engine increases substantialy.
Fires of this nature often grow quickly and firefighters will need more than a mini-pumper to
fight thefire.

Chapter 4.20 of the EIS/EIR includes a complete analysis of the potential impacts of the project
on wildlands and potential fires. Several Mitigation Measures are identified to reduce potential
impacts from the project; including: MM 4.20-1 (Fire Safety Plan), MM 4.20-2 (Fire Truck
Funding), MM 4.20-3 (Emergency Response Liaison — Fire), and MM 4.17-5 (Habitat
Restoration Plan). Additionally, Section 4.11 includes several mitigation measures to address
impacts to fire protection services. Section 4.11.3 concludes that implementation of Mitigation
Measure 4.11-8 (Hazardous Materials Management) would reduce the potential for construction
and maintenance activities to result in severe fires by requiring fire-safe construction and
maintenance practices; and that Mitigation Measure 4.11-1 (Sales and Use Tax) would address
any potentia increase and will require that the project proponent work with County staff to
determine how the receipt of sales and use taxes related to the construction of the AEWP will be
maximized. The commenter does not provide suggestions for alternative or additional mitigation
measures to address fire potential. No additional revisions to the EIS/EIR are required.
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13-F

13-G

The commenter states that there is no comparable substitute for built in fire protection, especially
in remote areas. Fire equipment and personnel can complement the fire prevention technology,
but without the built in fire protection, a mini-pumper and crew will not be able to handle the
resulting fire scenario on their own. The commenter states that the wind turbine owner may be
subjected to civil cost recovery for the cost of the fire response as well as damages to surrounding
property, business loss, and injuries. If not recovered from the owner, those costs are passed on to
local government, the state and taxpayers.

Kern County and the BLM note the commenter’ s preference for built-in fire protection within the
wind turbine generators. MM 4.20-2 states that, prior to energizing the project, the project
proponent shall perform one of three options to reduce fire impacts from the project. Option 1 is
installation of automatic fire extinguishing systems on each turbine; Option 2 is the purpose of an
Industrial Mini Pumper Trucker for the Kern County Fire Department; and Option 3 is an option
for the project proponent to purchase other fire equipment identified by the Fire Department if an
Industrial Mini Pumper Truck has already been purchased (presumably by other wind projects).
The option for purchase of an Industrial Mini Pumper Trucker

The commenter discussed that while he was in office, he argued publicly and in the legislature
that local and federal land use decisions were impacting the cost of fire protection for the state.
He has made several attempts at legislation and continues to this day. The commenter believes
that fire prevention is the key to mitigating concerns about increased risks and costs associated
with fires on federa lands based on land use decisions, locations, and lack of adequate
firefighting resources.

With regard to costs associated with fire protection, please see Response to 13-D. With regard to
comments regarding fire prevention, Kern County and the BLM agree that fire prevention is an
important issue. Therefore, MM 4.20-1 (Fire Safety Plan) was included which requires that the
project proponent develop a Fire Safety Plan in consultation with the Kern County Fire
Department and the BLM. As noted in the MM, the Fire Safety Plan is required to specify the
notification procedures and emergency fire precautions to be implemented during the
construction and operation of the project and shall also contain maps of the project site and access
roads, along with descriptions of how the following procedures will be implemented.

The commenter states that his concern applies to any land use project in high fire severity zones
which could adversely impact fire suppression resources. The commenter further states that he
became involved in supporting the adoption of National Fire Protection Association 850 (national
standard for fire protection in electrical generating sources, including wind turbines). The
commenter has become concerned with incidents of fire involving wind turbines as a source of
wildland fires in high wind and remote |ocations throughout California.

Section 3.20 (beginning on page 3.20-2) of the EIS/EIR discusses Fire Hazard Severity Zones
(FHSZs) as areas of significant fire hazards based on fuels, terrain, weather, and other relevant
factors that have been mapped by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (Cal
Fire) under the direction of Public Resources Code (PRC) 4201-4204 and Government Code
51175-89 (Ca Fire, 2007). The section also notes that FHSZs are ranked from “moderate” to
“very high” and are categorized for fire protection as within a federal responsibility area (FRA)
under the jurisdiction of a federal agency, within a State responsibility area (SRA) under the
jurisdiction of Cal Fire, or within a local responsibility area (LRA) under the jurisdiction of a
local agency.

The section notes that the AEWP site is designated as both an FRA (under the jurisdiction of
BLM) and an SRA (under the jurisdiction of Cal Fire), and the AEWP site is located in an area
with both “Moderate’” and “Non-Wildland/Non-Urban” fire threat ratings. Page 4.20-2 of the
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13-H

13-1

EIS/EIR aso notes that the probability of a wildfire to occur as a result of AEWP construction
would be moderate due to the moderately risk of the site conditions and climate, and the proposed
high level of heavy equipment use. As concluded in Section 4.20.3.2, implementation of AEWP
BMPs and Mitigation Measures 4.20-1 (Fire Safety Plan), 4.20-2 (Fire Truck Funding), 4.20-3
(Emergency Response Liaison — Fire), and 4.17-5 (Habitat Restoration Plan) would reduce the
impact to CEQA significance criterion WF-1 to aless than significant level.

The commenter requests that the BLM does not consider a waiver for the Nacelle Fire protection
requirements in the EIR. The commenter also would like the opportunity to inform any local and
state emergency response fire agencies which could be impacted by such a decision, and other
stakeholders to understand and respond to any modifications relating to fire protection contained
in the EIR/EIS.

Thank you for your comment in support of the use of Option 1 as listed in MM 4.20-2 of the
EISEIR. Your preference for the use of individua in-unit fire suppression systems will be
considered by the decision-makers when this project is considered at a public hearing and by the
appropriate federal decision-makers.

The commenter has provided several articles related to wind turbine fires.

Thank you for your research and articles. Your materials will be considered by the BLM and
Kern County.

The comments and attachments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern
County Planning Commission and Board of Supervisorsfor consideration.
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Response to Comment Letter 14: David Grant (July 9, 2012)

14-A

14-B

14-C

14-D

Thank you for your comments. Your participation in the public review of this document is
appreciated. The commenter states that the environmental impacts of industrial wind turbines
have not fully been researched. The commenter further states that the amount of rare earth
materials required to make each wind turbine is atrocious and creates radioactive waste.

This comment does not express issues with the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis presented in
the Draft EIS/EIR. Kern County and the BLM determined that this comment was not substantive
asitisnot relevant to the EISEIR scope, analysis, or process as stated in CFR 1503.4(c).

The commenter states that bird kills are much higher than recorded and that avian species are
being killed for unreliable, intermittent energy.

Refer to Response to Comments 2-P, 8-N, 8-O, 8-Q, 8-R, 8-S, and 8-Y. Mitigation Measures
have been included in Section 4.21 (Wildlife Resources) to minimize bird strikes. Specificaly,
Mitigation Measure 4.21-9 (Minimize Avian and Bat Turbine Strikes) requires the Applicant to
provide a plan to the BLM, the CDFG, and the USFWS for review and approval for
implementing full-time human observation, during daylight hours, for condor activities on the
project site and a sufficient buffer outside the project to ensure that if a condor is sighted turbines
may be safely shut down prior to a condor reaching the strike hazard. Additionally, Mitigation
Measure 4.21-14 (Post-Construction Condor Monitoring) requires that Condor observations made
within the project area and identified buffer must be reported to BLM, USFWS, and CDFG
within 24 hours of the observation. Measures are also required in the event of take of a condor.

The commenter discusses the lifespan and required maintenance of turbines and states that 250
galons of oil must be replaced in each turbine every year.

The comments regarding lifespan do not express issues with the adequacy or accuracy of the
analysis presented in the Draft EIS/EIR. Kern County and the BLM determined that this comment
was not substantive as it is not relevant to the EIS/EIR scope, analysis, or process as stated in
CFR 1503.4(c). With regard to the use of ail in the individual turbines, Kern County and the
BLM note that the storage of flammable and combustible liquidsis regulated by the Kern County
Zoning Ordinance, the Kern County Fire Department, and the Kern County Environmental Health
Division. Additionally, and materials deemed hazardous would be required to submit and obtain
approval of aBusiness Plan from the Environmental Health Division.

The commenter states that noise and low frequency sound waves from turbines have been proven
to create heath problems in humans, and there is uncertainty about what they are doing to
wildlife, reptiles, and insects.

As noted in Section 3.11.1.5 of the EISEIR, Wind Turbine Syndrome (WTY) is described as an
illness in certain individuals that is potentially caused by wind turbine noise and vibration
resulting in sleep disturbance, nausea, tinnitus, and other symptoms. As discussed in Section
3.11.1.5, there is no known dose-response relationship between exposure to wind turbine
noise/vibration and hedth effects. A single study prepared in 2009 (Pierpoint) reported a
correlation between distance to large (1.5 to 3 MW) wind turbines and WTS, and suggested that
symptoms are eliminated by siting wind turbines a minimum of 1.25 miles away from sensitive
receptors. However, the small clinical case study does not support a dose-response relationship,
and no additional information as been presented regarding a relation between wind turbine noise
and vibration that may cause the reported symptoms. Without any recognized regulatory guidance
or thresholds related to WTS, potential impacts cannot be quantified or qualified.
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14-E

Noise impacts may occur to wildlife species during construction of the AEWP. Mitigation
measure 4.21-3 (Pre-Construction Surveys and Minimization Measures for Special-Status
Wildlife and Nesting Birds) would reduce impacts to less than significant. Additionally, Section
4.9 of the EIS/EIR concludes that the project would result in significant and unavoidable
temporary noise impacts during construction in the following two categories: NS-2 Exposure of
persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels, and NS
4 A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity
above levels existing without the project. however, it is noted that these impacts would be
temporary during construction; therefore, impacts to wildlife would be less than significant.

The commenter discusses that renewable energy needs could more adequately be met by not
industrializing wild lands. The commenter further states that solar panels would supply more
energy to the grid and have fewer impactsto birds or any other kind of wildlife.

This comment does not express issues with the adequacy or accuracy of the analysis presented in
the Draft EIS/EIR. Kern County and the BLM determined that this comment was not substantive
asit is not relevant to the EIS/EIR scope, analysis, or process as stated in CFR 1503.4(c).

The comments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Response to Comment Letter 15: John Jason Chun (July 1, 2012)

15-A

Thank you for your comments. Your participation in the public review of this document is
appreciated. The commenter states he will approve the project if he receives Paved Road access
to each of the ¥4 parts of a 70 acre property (Parcel APN# 224-450-02-00-9; map is provided),
including al utilities; and the commenter describes future intentions to subdivide the property.

The referenced 70-acre parcel is located in Section 35, 12 N, 13W., and is located approximately
665 feet east of the BLM component of the AEWP. The Kern County Surveyor's Office
maintains Case Maps which illustrate recorded public access easements throughout Kern County.
The Case Maps for this area, Case Map 180 and 197, do not show any public easements that
provide access to this parcel. Aeria photos appear to shown that the property may take access,
viaanon-County maintained dirt road (Rosewood Boulevard) that runs along the south end of the
parcel. The AWEP does not propose to remove any existing public access easements or utilize
roads that provide the sole means of legal access to this property. Additionally, the project does
not propose to pave roads to provide access to the referenced parcel. No clarifications to the
EIS/EIR arerequired.

The comments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Response to Comment Letter 16: Alta Windpower Development, LLC
(September 27, 2012)

16-A  Thank you for your comments. The participation of Alta Windpower Development, LLC in the
public review of this document is appreciated. The commenter provides an introduction to the
comment letter and contact information for questions.

Thank you for your comment.

16-B The commenter states that project turbine specifications have been modified and that the
modifications do not result in new significant environmental impacts and no new additional
environmental analysisisrequired.

Kern County and the BLM agree with your conclusion.

16-C The commenter provides a table stating why new impacts would not result from the project
modifications for each environmental issue area discussed in the Draft EIS/EIR.
Kern County and the BLM agree with your conclusion.

16-D The commenter requests text changes for Page ES-2.

The proposed text changes have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-E The commenter requests text changes for Page 1-2.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Fina EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-F The commenter requests text changes for Page 1-5.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Fina EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.2
(Revisionsto the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-G  The commenter requests text changes for Page 1-5.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.2
(Revisionsto the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-H The commenter requests text changes for Page 1-10.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Fina EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.2
(Revisionsto the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-1  The commenter requests text changes for Page 2-4.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.2
(Revisionsto the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-J The commenter requests text changes for Page 2-5.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Fina EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.2
(Revisions to the Project Draft EIS/EIR). The increase in foundation size does not result in any
change to the impact analysis or conclusions presented within the Final EIS/EIR.
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16-K  The commenter requests text changes for Page 2-18.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Fina EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-L  The commenter requests text changes for Page 2-23.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Final EISEIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-M  The commenter requests text changes for Page 2-24.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Fina EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-N  The commenter requests text changes for Page 2-24.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Fina EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-O The commenter requests text changes for Page 2-25.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.2
(Revisionsto the Project Draft EISEIR).

16-P  The commenter requests text changes for Page 3.21-37.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.2
(Revisionsto the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-Q The commenter requests text changes for Page 3.21-5.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR.

16-R The commenter requests text changes for Page 3.21-10 regarding Swainson’s Hawk.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EISEIR.

16-S  The commenter requests text changes for Page 3.21-18 regarding M ohave Ground Squirrel.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR.

16-T  The commenter requests text changes for Page 3.21-21 and 22.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.2
(Revisionsto the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-U The commenter requests text changes for Page 3.21-22.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Fina EISEIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-V  The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.2-23.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EISEIR.
16-W The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.2-25.
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The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EISEIR.

16-X  The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.2-25.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EISEIR.

16-Y The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.4-23.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR.

16-Z The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.6-4.
The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Fina EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.2
(Revisionsto the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-A2 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.6-18.
The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Fina EISEIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-B2 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.6-18.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EISEIR.

16-C2 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.9-22.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR.

16-D2 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.9-22.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR.

16-E2 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.10-12.
Please see Section 7.3 (Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR) for the proposed revisions that have
been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR.

16-F2 The comment requests confirmation of the status of the cumulative projects listed in Table 4.1-1
of the Draft EIS/EIR.
Cumulative project status identified in Table 4.1-1 has been coordinated and reviewed by the
Kern County Planning and Community Development Department and represents the best
available information. Based on recent review, the information provided in Table 4.1-1 of the
Draft EIS/EIR remains valid and best available.

16-G2 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.10-12.
The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-H2 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.10-13.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR.

16-12 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.11-31, Mitigation Measure 4.11-1.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR
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16-J2

16-K2

16-L.2

16-M2

16-N2

16-02

16-P2

16-Q2

16-R2

16-S2

16-T2

16-U2

16-V2

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.11-32.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Fina EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.11-33, Mitigation Measure 4.11-7.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR
The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.11-33, Mitigation Measure 4.11-8.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS'EIR
The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.14-15, Mitigation Measure 4.14-1.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR
The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.14-15, Mitigation Measure 4.14-2.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.15-11, Mitigation Measure 4.15-1.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS'EIR
The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.16-16, Mitigation Measure 4.16-1.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR
The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.16-16, Mitigation Measure 4.16-2.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS'EIR
The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.16-17, Mitigation Measure 4.16-3.

The Draft EISEIR erroneously had Mitigation Measure 4.16-3 numbered as 4.14-3. This
correction has been incorporated into Section 7.3. The proposed revisions beyond correcting the
incorrect mitigation numbering, as provided in Section 7.3 have not been incorporated into the
Fina EISEIR

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.16-18, Mitigation Measure 4.16-5.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS'EIR
The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.17-2.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.17-3.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Final EISEIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.17-23.
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16-W2

16-X2

16-Y2

16-72

16-A3

16-B3

16-C3

16-D3

16-E3

16-F3

16-G3

Some of the proposed changes have been incorporated. The proposed revision to the title of the
mitigation has not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. The proposed change will cause a
large ripple effect (this title is used in many locations throughout the document) and there is no
benefit to changing thetitle, just semantics.

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.17-6.

The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Given the anticipated
impacts to CDFG jurisdictional areas, no further action beyond the project proponent obtaining a
Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFG in accordance with Section 1600 of the
California Fish and Game Code is necessary.

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.17-25.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR.

The commenter requests text changes for MM 4.17-1(Habitat Restoration and Revegetation
Plan).

Some of the proposed changes have been incorporated. The proposed revisions to the mitigation
measure is shown in Section 7.2.

The commenter requests text changes for Pages 4.18-3 and 4.18-4.

Two of the three proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. On proposed
revision isincorrect. Please see Section 7.3 (Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.18-20, Mitigation Measure 4.18-1.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.18-21.

The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EISEIR.

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.19-35, Mitigation Measure 4.19-2.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR

The commenter reguests text changes for Page 4.19-37.

The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR.

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.20-12, Mitigation Measure 4.20-3.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-5.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-6.

The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Fina EIS/EIR. Restoration and
compensation mitigate for impacts to native vegetation in and of itself, as well as for impacts to
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vegetation in the context of wildlife habitat. It is in part because of the habitat mitigation that
impacts to most special-status species can be reduced to less than significant.

16-H3 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-6.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Condors will
occasionally forage on or pass through the site, especially as the range of the condor expands with
continued population growth.

16-13 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-6 and 7.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Restoration and
compensation mitigate for impacts to native vegetation in and of itself, as well as for impacts to
vegetation in the context of wildlife habitat. It is in part because of the habitat mitigation that
impacts to most special-status species can be reduced to less than significant.

16-J3 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-7.
The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-K3 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-7.
The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Fina EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.2
(Revisionsto the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-L3 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-9.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Restoration and
compensation mitigate for impacts to native vegetation in and of itself, as well as for impacts to
vegetation in the context of wildlife habitat. It is in part because of the habitat mitigation that
impacts to most special-status species can be reduced to less than significant.

16-M3 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-10.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Restoration and
compensation mitigate for impacts to native vegetation in and of itself, as well as for impacts to
vegetation in the context of wildlife habitat. It is in part because of the habitat mitigation that
impacts to most special-status species can be reduced to less than significant.

16-N3 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-10.
The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Fina EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.2
(Revisionsto the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-O3 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-11 related to bats.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Restoration and
compensation mitigate for impacts to native vegetation in and of itself, as well as for impacts to
vegetation in the context of wildlife habitat. It is in part because of the habitat mitigation that
impacts to most special-status species can be reduced to less than significant.

16-P3 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-11 related to the American Badger and
Desert Kit Fox.
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16-Q3

16-R3

16-S3

16-T3

16-U3

16-V3

16-W3

16-X3

The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Restoration and
compensation mitigate for impacts to native vegetation in and of itself, as well as for impacts to
vegetation in the context of wildlife habitat. It is in part because of the habitat mitigation that
impacts to most special-status species can be reduced to less than significant.

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-12 related to Special Status Mice.

The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Restoration and
compensation mitigate for impacts to native vegetation in and of itself, as well as for impacts to
vegetation in the context of wildlife habitat. It is in part because of the habitat mitigation that
impacts to most special-status species can be reduced to less than significant.

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-12 related to the Mohave Ground Squirrel.

The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EISEIR. Restoration and
compensation mitigate for impacts to native vegetation in and of itself, as well as for impacts to
vegetation in the context of wildlife habitat. It is in part because of the habitat mitigation that
impacts to most special-status species can be reduced to less than significant.

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-14.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-17.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Fina EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.2
(Revisionsto the Project Draft EISEIR).

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-23.

Please see Section 7.2 (Revisions to the Project Draft EIS/EIR) for the proposed revisions that
have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR.

The commenter requests changes to Table 4.21-1 on Page 4.21-28.

Table 4.21-1 reflects the impact analysis presented in Section 4.21. Some species were not carried
forward for analysis, or were grouped into general impact categories, and were not added to the
table.

Amphibians - none were likely to occur; not carried forward for analysis. Therefore, not added to
the table; Wintering Birds - Added to table per commenter's added section; California Horned
Lark - Considered under nesting birds, avian collisions, and displacement. Therefore, not added
to the table; Bendire's thrasher - Not present or with high potentia to occur on site. Therefore,
not added to the table; Le Conte's thrasher - Considered under nesting birds, avian collisions,
and displacement. Therefore, not added to the table.

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-43.

The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Fina EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-44.
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Please see Section 7.3 (Errata to the Project Draft EIS/EIR) for the proposed revisions that have
been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR.

16-Y3 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-46.
see Section 7.2 (Revisions to the Project Draft EIS/EIR) for the proposed revisions that have been
incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR.

16-Z3 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-51.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EISEIR.

16-A4 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-52.
Please see Section 7.2 (Revisions to the Project Draft EIS/EIR) for the proposed revisions that
have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR.

16-B4 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-55.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EISEIR.

16-C4 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-56.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EISEIR.

16-D4 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-57.
The proposed text changes were not very clear. Proposed revisions in line with the intent of the
commenter’s changes have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-E4 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-57.
The proposed revisions have not been incorporated into the Final EISEIR.

16-F4 The commenter requests text changes for Page 4.21-59.
The proposed revisions have been incorporated into the Final EIS/EIR. Please see Section 7.3
(Erratato the Project Draft EIS/EIR).

16-G4 Three attachments were provided to support the basis for proposed changes to the Draft EISEIR.
Thank you for the attachment. They will be added to the administrative record for the EISEIR.
The comments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Comment Letter 17: Kern Valley Indian Council (October 2, 2012)

17-A

17-B

17-C

17-D

17-E
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17-E,
cont.
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Response to Comment Letter 17: Kern Valley Indian Council (October 2, 2012)

17-A

17-B

17-C

Thank you for your comments. The participation of the Kern Valley Indian Council in the public
review of this document is appreciated. The commenter reguests monitoring by a trained
archaeologist and culturaly affiliated, trained, experienced Native American cultural resource
monitor during ground disturbing activity.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 will reguire full-time monitoring by a professional archaeologist during
ground-disturbing activities at al locations identified in the Historic Property Treatment Plan
(HPTP) prepared for the project.

The commenter states that the cultural resource surveys of the project area are inadequate.

Systematic Class Il cultural resources surveys were conducted for the project. The BLM
reviewed and approved all survey reports of the project area submitted for compliance review.
Additionally, as noted in Section 3.4, the cultural analysis was based on the cultural resources
records searches and inventories conducted by CH2MHILL and discussed in the Cultural
Resources Inventory Report for the Alta East Wind Project (CH2MHILL, 2010a) and their
Addendum No. 1 to the Cultural Resources Inventory Report for the Alta East Wind Project
(CH2MHILL, 2011i). The cultural evaluations were conducted pursuant to Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) (36 CFR 800) and in compliance with Section 5024.1
of the California Public Resources Code (PRC) to determine the presence of historic properties
within the AEWP Area of Potential Effect (APE). In addition, the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) has initiated consultation with Native American tribes to identify resources of cultural or
religious significance.

The commenter states that the project sites lies within an ancient trail system connecting the
Southern Sierra, San Joaquin Valley and the central coast with the Colorado River Tribes. The
commenter states that Kern Valley Indian Community Tribal Members have an acute interest in
protecting their cultural and spiritual sites.

It is noted that the Tribal Members are descendants of Kawaiisu people who have occupied the
areas in which the project is proposed and that the Tribal Members are strongly interested in
protecting their cultural and spiritual sites. Fina EIS/EIR Section 3.4.1.2 (Identified Cultural
Resources) explains the methods and Native American consultation activities conducted to
identify all cultural resources within the project site and surrounding area. As discussed in
Response to Comment 2-U, continued Native American consultation is occurring.

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 will require full-time monitoring by a professional archaeologist during
ground-disturbing activities at al locations identified in the Historic Property Treatment Plan
(HPTP) prepared for the project. The HPTP would include details how historic resources located
within the project area will be treated. The HPTP will also contain a site plan that shall illustrate
how the project will avoid and protect identified historical resources. Additionally, Mitigation
Measure 4.4-2 requires that an archaeologist review the fina site plan; Mitigation Measure 4.4-3
requires additional surveys prior to disturbance of any area within the project area that has not
previousy been surveyed; and Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 requires that exclusionary fencing be
placed around archaeological sites located within 60 feet of any project-related facilities and
ground disturbing activities. As discussed within Draft EISEIR Section 4.4, with the
implementation of these measures, the project was determined to not result in adverse impacts
under the NHPA/Section 106 process and to have aless than significant impact under CEQA.
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17-D  The commenter states that ground disturbing activities related to the project should be modified
when necessary to avoid cultura resources, if avoidance is not feasible, then cultural resources
should be capped.

Mitigation Measure MM 4.4-1 would require that a HPTP be devel oped and implemented for the
project. The HPTP would include details how historic resources located within the project area
will be treated and will include a fina site plan that demonstrates how the project will utilize
existing roads and utility corridors to the maximum extent feasible to minimize the number and
length/size of new roads, lay-down areas, and borrow areas. The site plan shall also include a
separate sheet which illustrates how the project will avoid and protect identified historical
resources. In addition in connection with its review of the Project BLM initiated consultation
pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) with Indian Tribal
governments early in the planning process to identify issues regarding the project, including the
presence of cultural properties, access rights, disruption to traditional cultural practices, and
impacts to visual resources important to the Tribe(s).

17-E  The commenter states that, in the event a site cannot be avoided or capped, then data recovery of
the site should be conducted. In the event a suspected grave site is identified all work must stop,
the coroner must be contacted to make a determination if the remains are human, and if they are
Native American. If the remains are identified as Native American the coroner will contact the
Native American Heritage Commission who will contact the Most Likely Descendent who will
then make recommendations to the project owner on how to proceed.

Mitigation measure 4.4-1 through 4.4-3 would require that all State and federal laws and
regulations be followed regarding the treatment of human remains. MM 4.4-1 requires that he
HPTP identify an Unanticipated Discovery Protocol for recording and treating human remains or
other potentially significant cultural resources that are discovered during construction and/or
operation activities. This Protocol shall be developed in accordance with applicable laws,
regulations and guidelines and shall state that in-place preservation and protection from further
disturbance is preferred. If human remains are discovered during construction, all work shall be
diverted from the area of the discovery and the BLM shall be informed immediately. Avoidance
and protection of inadvertent discoveries which contain human remains shall be the preferred
protection strategy.

17-F  The commenter states that the Kern Valley Indian Council has trained, experienced, and
culturally affiliated Native American Monitors available to assist with this project.

It is noted that the Council has trained, experienced, and culturally affiliated Native American
Monitors available to assist with the project. MM 4.4-1(5) requires that the project proponent
notify al applicable tribes of the time and duration of construction activities near culturally
sengitive sites, if applicable. The measure states that the purpose of this notification is to allow for
the applicable tribes, at their sole expense, to arrange for a tribe representative, and/or cultural
monitor, to be present on site to observe earth-moving activities. The project proponent is also
required consult with the applicable tribes regarding site treatment during construction. The
mitigation measure also requires that the HPTP shall include provisions for full documentation of
the consultation process, including records of all contacts and meetings.

The comments have been noted for the record and will be provided to the Kern County Planning
Commission and Board of Supervisors for consideration.
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Response to Comment Letter 18: OVR Watch Kern County

18-A

Thank you for your comments. The participation of the ORV Watch Kern County in the public
review of this document is appreciated. The commenter raises concerns regarding the number of
jobs produced by the project, potential impacts to the California Condor, and asks what measures
will be taken to protect private and public lands from illegal off-highway vehicle riders. The
commenter requests that there be full time law enforcement officers to patrol the area for safety
and security of Pacific Crest Trail users; educational handouts made available for off-roaders;
signage to riding areas; public service announcements for riders and public notice of the impacts
that the project may have on legal riding opportunities.

Please see response to Comment 1 (U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service) and
Comment 11 (Pacific Crest Trail Association) for responses to the comments regarding the
Pacific Crest Trail.

Regarding the comments pertaining to jobs, Section 2.1.2.1 of the EIS/EIR notes that one of the
project objectives is to create temporary and permanent jobs in the County. Section 2.1.2.4 notes
that construction of the project will require 9-12 months to complete; and during that time, up to
262 workers will be employed. Due to the nature of construction work, it is acknowledged that
these jobs would be temporary in nature; however, the project would provide temporary jobs for
up to 262 workers. Section 2.1.2.5 also notes that the project would employ up to 15 full and part
time staff members during operation. The commenter indicates that this number varies from
another wind energy project; however, it is noted that the other project sited by the commenter is
operated by a different renewable energy company that may have different operational, hiring,
and personnel practices than the project proponent. Therefore, it is concluded that the project will
offer up to 15 full and part time permanent jobs.

Regarding the comments on safety, it is noted that Section 3.11.1.4 of the EIS/EIR describes the
emergency services that are available to the project area. The section states that the project is
within the jurisdiction of the Inland Division of the CHP, which would provide service to the
project and surrounding areas. Additionaly, the Kern County Sheriff’s Department (KCSO)
provides police protection services to the unincorporated portions of the County. The KCSO's
headquarters is located in Bakersfield and consists of 15 substations that provide patrol services
to remote areas of Kern County, such as the desert and mountainous regions, as well as to other
areas that need law enforcement services. The Mojave substation, located at 1771 Highway 58 in
Mojave, would be the primary substation to service the AEWP area. The substation is 4 miles
southeast of the AEWP site.

It is also noted that page 4.12-3 of the EISEIR states the following: “Since there is a
concentration of OHV use in the vicinity of the AEWP gite, it is possible that in reaction to
existing OHV routes being restricted during AEWP construction, some OHV recreationists may
choose to utilize illegal OHV routes or create new, unauthorized OHV routes, thereby
contributing to unmanaged or unauthorized recreational uses. Impacts associated with illegal
OHV use include disturbances to surrounding desert lands that may be preserved or under
management plans due to resources such as biological, cultural, or geologic resources. However,
as discussed above, as part of the ROW grant the BLM may require measures to maintain public
access to the onsite routes, and implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.12-1 (Coordinate
Construction Activities to Minimize Impacts to Recreation Area) would minimize impacts to
recreation areas during the construction period. As a result, these measures would also avoid the
use of unauthorized lands for recreation activities.”
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Regarding the comments on public notification, educational hand-outs, and signage, section
3.12.1.2 of the EIS/EIR provides a complete listing of the recreational resources that are
surrounding the project site. Additionally, the BLM administers an online website dedicated to
public natification of OHV and other recreational activities on BLM lands. This website can be
found at: http://www.blm.gov/cal/st/en/prog/recreation/ohv.html. The BLM also prepares a
number of hard copy educational hand-outs and publications that are available to the public;
including trail and map guides, wildlife guides, recreational programs, etc. A listing of field
officesis also available; as well as recommended locations to visit and for OHV uses.

February 2013
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Bureau of Land Management 7. Responses to Comments

Comment Letter 19: Arnold Mednick

The following comment letter was received after the comment period closed. Responses to comments
contained in this letter are not included in this document.
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM CH2MHILLo

Potential Visual Effects of Using Larger Wind Turbine
Generators on the Alta East Wind Project

PREPARED FOR: David Neilsen, Alta Windpower
Development, LLC
COPY TO: Aarty Joshi, CH2M HILL
Tom Priestley, CH2M HILL
PREPARED BY: Josh Hohn
DATE: October 5, 2012

This memorandum addresses the potential visual effects of installing wind turbine generators (WTGs, or
“turbines”) larger in dimension than those previously analyzed for the Alta East Wind Project. Table 1 summarizes
the general difference in dimensions between the two WTGs. As discussed below, the difference in appearance
between these two types of turbines would be nominal, and therefore conclusions related to visual effects made
in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alta East Wind Power
Project would remain the same.

TABLE 1
Comparison of General Dimensions between Previously Analyzed and Currently Proposed WTGs
Previously Analyzed Currently Proposed
Overall Height 125 meters (approximately 410 feet) 142 meters (approximately 466 feet)
Hub Height 80 meters (approximately 262 feet) 84 meters (approximately 276 feet)
Rotor Diameter 90 meters (approximately 295 feet) 112 meters (approximately 367 feet)

Key Observation Point 4 (KOP 4) is an appropriate and representative viewpoint from which to assess the
appearance of the currently proposed WTGs compared with those previously analyzed, because this viewpoint
depicts both turbine models relative to a roadway and a residential area, which provides the turbines a better
sense of context and scale. Figure 1 shows the location of KOP 4 relative to the proposed project, and Figure 2
shows the existing view toward the project site from KOP 4. Figure 3A shows the view with the project as
previously simulated and Figure 3B shows the view from KOP 4 with the currently considered WTGs. This
viewpoint, located along the westbound lane of State Route 58 (SR 58) at the eastern entrance to Tehachapi Pass,
was selected for this analysis because of its proximity to the project and because this vantage point would show
two distinct backdrops: proposed turbines south of SR 58 would appear atop a ridgeline, and would be seen
against the sky; turbines north of SR 58 would be seen against the slopes of the mountain immediately to the
west of them. In addition, KOP 4 represents views from the rural residential area north of SR 58 and from the
highway itself. Highway drivers are likely to constitute the largest number of viewers of the proposed project in
this area.

Previous visual analyses of the proposed project concluded that there would be substantial effects to views from
KOP 4. CH2M HILL prepared a technical memorandum in February 2012, evaluating the project using the Bureau
of Land Management (BLM) Visual Resource Management (VRM) methodology. This analysis concluded that the
degree of contrast in this view with the project was strong, based on the prominence of the turbines and their
proximity to the KOP. The KOP is within an area that was classified on an interim basis as VRM Class IV, which
allows for strong contrast. The subsequent Draft Plan Amendment & Draft Environmental Impact Statement /
Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Alta East Wind Project, prepared by Kern County in June 2012,
incorporated the analysis from the technical memorandum, and concluded that because the project would result
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in significant changes to the visual environment that may result in potentially adverse effects on visual quality
throughout the project area, impacts would be significant and unavoidable.

Comparison of the two simulations in Figure 3 indicates that the conclusions reached in these previous
assessments would remain the same. While the taller hub heights and longer blade lengths are noticeable in the
view showing currently considered WTGs, neither the strength of contrast nor degree of impact assessed
previously would be substantially intensified by the change. With the currently considered turbines, visual
contrast from this location would remain equally strong and the impact to the existing visual character or quality
of the site and its surroundings (Impact VIS-3) would remain significant and unavoidable.
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Existing View from KOP 4. View to the west from the westbound lane of SR 58, east of Randsburg Cutoff Road. This view is toward the
eastern entrance to the Tehachapi Pass, and the southern portion of the rural residential area is visible along the highway in the middle-
ground. Portions of the project site visible from this location include private lands and lands managed by BLM.

FIGURE 2
View from KOP 4
Alta East Wind Project

Alta Wind Energy Center Project
CH2MHILL.

1S090210073246BA0_Fig2_Existing_View_KOP4.indd_100212_ez



A. View from KOP 4 as previously simulated. The overall height of the wind turbine generators simulated in these views is 125
meters (approximately 410 feet), with a hub height of 80 meters (approximately 262 feet) and a rotor diameter of 90 meters

(approximately 295 feet).

B. View from KOP 4 with currently proposed wind turbine generators, which have an overall height of 142 meters (approxi-
mately 466 feet), with a hub height of 84 meters (approximately 276 feet) and a rotor diameter of 112 meters (approximately

367 feet).

FIGURE 3

View from KOP 4

Alta East Wind Project

Alta Wind Energy Center Project

CH2MHILL.

1S090210073246BA0_Fig3_View_KOP4.indd_100212_ez
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Methods

CH2M HILL conducted a revised shadow flicker analysis for the proposed Alta East Wind
Project (project) using the SHADOW calculation module of the WindPRO software to
evaluate the effects of two changes in project design. The first change is in the turbine model
being considered for installation on the site, and the second alteration is the removal of 14
turbines that had been previously planned along the easternmost edge of the original
project site. When the shadow flicker analysis was originally completed in May 2011, the
assumption was that the project would be developed using Vestas V90-3.0MW turbines.
These turbines have a hub height of 80 meters and a rotor diameter of 90 meters. This
revised shadow flicker analysis evaluated the effects of Vestas V112-3.0MW turbines, which
have a hub height of 84 meters and a rotor diameter of 112 meters. The revised analysis was
based on the original Option A layout, revised to reflect the removal of a 14 turbine string
previously located along the project site’s eastern edge.

The revised model domain extended 2,000 meters (1.2 miles) in each direction from the
proposed wind turbine locations. The shadow flicker model made use of topographic data
to account for elevation differences and topographic features in the line of sight when
turbines are viewed from a residence. United States Geological Survey (USGS) seamless
digital elevation model (DEM) files with 10-meter (33-foot) resolution were again used to
create 3-meter increment contour data.

The distance threshold defining the area within which 20 percent or more of the sun is
covered is determined by the WindPRO program based on the width of the rotor blades. In
the revised case, 1,625 meters (1.0 mile), as opposed to the 1,425 meters (0.88 mile) from the
original analysis, was used as the maximum distance from the turbine within which
shadows would fall that would entail coverage of 20 percent or more of the sun’s surface.

The orientation of each residence was maintained on “greenhouse mode” for the revised
model run.

Two runs of the WindPro model were again made: a “worst case” assessment; and the
“adjusted case assessment”. The same assumptions for the worst case model run were
applied, and the same information (i.e. probability of sunshine using Edwards Air Force
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Base meteorological data and predicted turbine operation and rotation) was applied to the
adjusted case model run.

Results

The results of the revised shadow flicker modeling conducted for the revised Option A
layout are presented in Table 1. The table includes a list of the residences located within
2,000 meters of the proposed turbines. These residences are identified with a number that
corresponds to the residence locations labeled on the project area map presented as Figure 1.
For each residence, the table presents the modeling results in terms of:

e The total potential shadow flicker during all daylight hours (in hours per year)
based on the adjusted case assessment, which take overcast conditions, turbine
availability, and wind speeds into account;

e The predicted maximum minutes per day of shadow flicker. To be conservative,
these figures are based on the worst case assessment, and thus do not take overcast
conditions, turbine availability, or wind speed into account.

e Identification of the turbines that would contribute to shadow flicker effects at that
residence;

e The distance to the nearest turbine that contributes to shadow flicker effects at the
residence; and

e The months in which shadow flicker occurs.

Table 2 presents a residence by residence comparison of the number of hours of shadow
flicker likely to be experienced under the original Option A (with Vestas V90-3.0MW
turbines) and revised Option A (with Vestas V112-3.0MW turbines).

Table 3 provides a list of the turbines proposed under revised Option A that would create
shadow flicker effects at nearby residences and indicates the total numbers of hours of
shadow experienced at residences that would be generated by that particular turbine.

The revised results of the modeling are also communicated in graphic form on the map
presented as Figure 1. The information on this map consists of butterfly diagrams that
indicate the distribution of annual hours of potential shadow flicker effect around each
turbine and the locations of the residences in the area in relationship to these shadow flicker
patterns.

The modeling results indicate that under the revised Option A layout, of the 51 residences
located within 1,625 meters of the proposed turbines, 47 have the potential to experience
shadow flicker effects, as opposed to 43 residences under the original Option A layout.

Under both the original and revised Option A scenarios, the amount of time residences
would be likely to experience shadow flicker effects would be relatively low. Under the
original Option A, a review of the annual shadow flicker exposure data indicates that
residences could potentially experience anywhere from one minute to 24 hours of shadow
flicker per year. The range of the results for revised Option A is generally similar, but with a
minor increase, with residences potentially experiencing anywhere from nine minutes to 34
hours of shadow flicker per year. Under the revised Option A scenario, 21 of the 47 affected
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residences (45 percent) would experience more than 10 hours of flicker on an annual basis,
as compared to the original Option A scenario, in which nine of the 43 affected residences
(21 percent) would experience more than 10 hours of flicker on an annual basis.

The approximate number of flashes per second caused by the Vestas V112-3.0MW turbines
can be estimated with the following assumptions:

e 1 flash =1 revolution per blade

e 3 blades/rotor

¢ Revolution per minute (for the Vestas V112-3.0MW turbine) = 12.8
e Revolutions per second = 0.21

Using the above assumptions, it is estimated that in the worst case scenario, residences
within the shadow path of a turbine on a sunny day could experience shadow flicker at a
frequency of less than one flash per second (0.64 flashes per second). This is well below the
frequency of flashes considered most likely to trigger seizures (i.e., 5 to 30 flashes per
second) by the Epilepsy Foundation. Therefore, even with installation of the slightly larger
Vestas V112-3.0MW turbines, shadow flicker effects of the project would not be expected to
induce seizures in photosensitive individuals near the project area.

Based on the analysis above, the revised Option A scenario would not result in any new or
substantially more severe impacts related to shadow flicker.

Although the adjusted case assessment results take a number of real world factors into
account, there are many attenuating variables which could lessen the amount of shadow
flicker that are not accounted for in the analysis model; therefore, the data generated by the
adjusted case assessment represent an overestimation of the likely potential hours and
minutes of shadow flicker effect. The actual levels of shadow flicker exposure at residences
likely would be lower than the modeling results indicate.

OCTOBER 2012
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TABLE 1

Modeled Shadow Flicker Impacts — Revised Option A
Alta East Wind Project

Total Potential Shadow Flicker Adjusted for ~ Maximum Daily Distance to
Overcast Conditions & Operational Hours Shadow Flicker Turbines Contributing to Nearest Turbine Months that Shadow Flicker
Residence ID (hrs:min per year) (hrs:min per day)* Shadow Flicker (meters) Occurs
Residence 1 3:43 0:18 AE-024, AE-110 770 Jan, Apr, Aug, Nov, Dec
Residence 2 3:40 0:20 AE-023, AE-024, AE-110 776 Jan, Apr, May, Aug, Dec
Residence 3 5:21 0:22 AE-023, AE-024, AE-025, AE-110 741 Jan, Apr, May, Aug, Nov, Dec
Residence 4 10:41 0:39 AE-023, AE-024, AE-025, AE-108, AE-110 681 Jan, May, Jul, Aug, Nov, Dec
Residence 5 9:32 0:33 AE-022, AE-023, AE-024, AE-108, AE-110 765 Jan, Feb, Mj\‘/’ é‘;'c Aug, Oct,
Residence 6 10:08 0:38 AE-022, AE-023, AE-024, AE-070, AE-108, AE- 775 Jan, Feb, May, Jun, Jul, Aug,
110 Oct, Nov, Dec
Residence 7 12:97 0:49 AE-022, AE-023, AE-024, AE-070, AE-108, 804 Jan, Feb, May, Jun, Jul, Oct,
AE-110 Nov, Dec
. . . AE-008, AE-022, AE-023, AE-024, AE-070, AE- Jan, Feb, Apr, May, Jun, Jul,
Residence 8 10:49 0:38 108, AE-110 838 Aug, Nov, Dec
. . . AE-008, AE-021, AE-022, AE-070, AE-107, AE- Jan, Feb, Apr, May, Jun, Jul,
Residence 9 15:44 0:29 108, AE-110 921 Aug, Oct. Nov, Dec
Residence 10 16:07 0:29 AE-008, AE-021, AE-022, AE-070, AE-108, AE- 948 Jan, Feb, Apr, May, Jun, Jul,
110 Aug, Oct, Nov, Dec
. . . AE-008, AE-020, AE-021, AE-022, AE-070, AE- Jan, Feb, Apr, May, Jun, Jul,
Residence 11 18:03 0:44 107, AE-108, AE-110 911 Aug, Oct, Nov, Dec
. . . AE-007, AE-008, AE-019, AE-020, AE-021, AE- Jan, Feb, Apr, May, Jul, Aug,
Residence 12 20:42 0:56 022, AE-069, AE-070 809 Nov, Dec
. . . AE-007, AE-008, AE-019, AE-020, AE-021, AE- Jan, Feb, Apr, May, Jul, Aug,
Residence 13 19:53 0:54 022, AE-069, AE-070 820 Nov, Dec
. . . AE-003, AE-005, AE-006, AE-007, AE-008, AE- Jan, Feb, Mar, Apr, May, Jun,
Residence 14 18:10 0:35 021, AE-068, AE-069, AE-070 643 Jul, Aug, Sep, Nov, Dec
Residence 15 18:08 0:33 AE-003, AE-005, AE-006, AE-007, AE-008, 605 Jan, Feb, Mar, Apr, May, Jun,

AE-021, AE-068, AE-069, AE-070

Jul, Aug, Sep, Nov, Dec
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TABLE 1

Modeled Shadow Flicker Impacts — Revised Option A
Alta East Wind Project

Total Potential Shadow Flicker Adjusted for ~ Maximum Daily Distance to
Overcast Conditions & Operational Hours Shadow Flicker Turbines Contributing to Nearest Turbine Months that Shadow Flicker
Residence ID (hrs:min per year) (hrs:min per day)* Shadow Flicker (meters) Occurs
Residence 16 15:53 0:33 AE-003, AE-00025]:’;?\O\EE-_OOOG68,’,;EE-SJOOggs AE-008, AE- 561 Jarj],ulie:&é\/’le;’,eapl:ioh\//l’elé,eiun,
Residence 17 9:01 0:28 AE'OOOOlé’iEE'?OOOZ%11%900038'";%?006%";%?00659‘ AE- 482 All months
Residence 18 10:34 0:34 AE-001, AE-OOOOZG,’AAEE-_OOOO?;’,;EE-_OOOO% AE-005, AE- 422 Feb, M?Al'hg’pgel\r/)l’aéc\:un, Jul,
Residence 19 7:57 0:31 AE-001, AE-002, 8\5602\?5357-004 AE-005, AE- 421 Feb, Mihgypgel\él’aé,c\gun, Jul,
Residence 20 9:46 0:39 AE-001, AE-000027,’AAEE-_OOOO38,’,:IE-_00065£§ AE-006, AE- 403 Jan, Xlueg’, 22; '\éii/ éLér; Jul,
Residence 21 10:48 0:34 AE-003, AE-005, 8\5802?535007 AE-008, AE- 499 Ja:hg/’legéﬁ’r)gcht/l’a'\)l/(,)i’ljg,e\lul,
Residence 22 18:36 0:47 AE-007, AE-008, g;f(;yoi%_ﬁ]li;OZl, AE-022, AE- 965 Jan,:jé),, ggrl;,' l\,\/llg\)//: g)uer:; Jul,
Residence 23 6:01 0:25 AE-008, AE-022, AE-110 1,071 Jan, Apr, Ma’g gcug' Sep, Nov,
Residence 24 8:33 0:29 AE-007, AE-008, AE-021, AE-110 925 Jan, Apr, May, Jul, Aug, Sep,
Nov, Dec
Residence 25 14:03 0:41 AE-003, AE-006, AE—010170, AE-008, AE-070, AE- 666 Jan,k/luag\]r,, ggg l\,\/llg\); i])tér:: Jul,
Residence 26 8:14 0:45 AE-001, AE-OOOOZG’"?A\Eé_oooosiii?ooo‘lé AE-005, AE- 266 Feb, Masréﬁ,pgé\/ltya&/biul, Aug,
Residence 27 1635 104 A oo, Az-007, AE-00B AE1T0 2 A g e, Oct Now
Residence 28 33:54 1:42 AE-001, AE-000027,,/;EE-E)OOO38,71EE-_010156 AE-006, AE- 250 Feb, MaArl,Jg‘pé,el\él,aé,c\:un, Jul,
Residence 29 4:38 0:52 AE-003, AE-005, AE-006, AE-007, AE-008, AE- 495 Feb, Mar, Apr, May, Aug, Sep,

110

Oct
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TABLE 1

Modeled Shadow Flicker Impacts — Revised Option A
Alta East Wind Project

Total Potential Shadow Flicker Adjusted for ~ Maximum Daily Distance to

Overcast Conditions & Operational Hours Shadow Flicker Turbines Contributing to Nearest Turbine Months that Shadow Flicker
Residence ID (hrs:min per year) (hrs:min per day)* Shadow Flicker (meters) Occurs
Residence 30 2:47 0:42 AE-003, AE-006, AE-007, AE-008, AE-110 618 Mar, Apr, May, Aug, Sep, Oct
Residence 31 1:26 0:32 AE-007, AE-008, AE-110 807 Mar, Apr, Aug, Sep
Residence 32 0:21 0:21 AE-008, AE-110 1,130 Mar, Apr, Aug, Sep
Residence 33 0:09 0:24 AE-008, AE-110 1,095 Mar, Apr, Sep
Residence 34 0:34 0:24 AE-008, AE-110 1,087 Mar, Sep, Oct
Residence 35 0:46 0:27 AE-007, AE-008, AE-110 973 Mar, Sep, Oct
Residence 36 0:34 0:29 AE-007, AE-008, AE-110 894 Mar, Apr, Sep, Oct
Residence 37 0:39 0:32 AE-007, AE-008, AE-110 797 Mar, Apr, Sep, Oct
Residence 38 1:11 0:32 AE-007, AE-008, AE-110 814 Mar, Sep, Oct
Residence 39 0:35 0:34 AE-003, AE-007, AE-008, AE-110 736 Mar, Apr, Sep, Oct
Residence 40 1:51 0:36 AE-003, AE-007, AE-008, AE-110 722 Feb, Mar, Sep, Oct
Residence 41 2:57 0:42 AE-003, AE-006, AE-007, AE-008, AE-110 639 Feb, Mar, Sep, Oct
Residence 42 18:31 1:53 AE-001, AE-OOOOZf,A,;\EE-E)oOOss’,'?AEE-?lol% AE-006, AE- 246 Feb, Mar, Aplr\icf\\/ug, Sep, Oct,
Residence 43 32:12 2:18 AE-001, AE-OOOOZY,’A';\EE-_OOOOSs,’,;EE-f31015d AE-006, AE- 202 Jan, Febs,ei\g?rc,) Qp;\l gllay, Aug,
Residence 44 25:53 1:34 AE-001, AE-OXE’_(')AOES-’OXISE’_]'_A:L%OOG’ AE-007, 328 Jan, Feb, Mar, Sep, Oct, Nov
Residence 45 9:18 0:32 AE-027, AE-028, AE-044, AE-045 842 May, Jun, Jul, Aug
Residence 46 9:25 0:28 AE-028, AE-029, AE-044, AE-045, AE-046 858 Apr, May, Jun, Jul, Aug
Residence 47 0:00 0:00 - -
Residence 48 0:00 0:00 - -
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TABLE 1
Modeled Shadow Flicker Impacts — Revised Option A

Alta East Wind Project

Total Potential Shadow Flicker Adjusted for ~ Maximum Daily Distance to
Overcast Conditions & Operational Hours Shadow Flicker Turbines Contributing to Nearest Turbine Months that Shadow Flicker
Residence ID (hrs:min per year) (hrs:min per day)* Shadow Flicker (meters) Occurs
Residence 49 0:33 0:08 AE-044 1,411 Jun
Residence 50 0:00 0:00 - 1,679 --
Residence 51 0:00 0:00 - 1,836 --

* Not adjusted for overcast conditions or operational hours.
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TABLE 2
Comparison of Predicted Shadow Flicker per Residence (Original Option A vs. Revised Option A)
Alta East Wind Project

Total Potential Shadow Flicker Adjusted for Total Potential Shadow Flicker Adjusted for
Overcast Conditions & Operational Hours — Overcast Conditions & Operational Hours —
Residence ID Original Option A (hrs:min per year) Revised Option A (hrs:min per year)
Residence 1 0:00 3:43
Residence 2 0:00 3:40
Residence 3 0:00 5:21
Residence 4 5:22 10:41
Residence 5 5:08 9:32
Residence 6 5:17 10:08
Residence 7 5:12 12:27
Residence 8 2:47 10:49
Residence 9 9:15 15:44
Residence 10 9:46 16:07
Residence 11 10:40 18:03
Residence 12 10:49 20:42
Residence 13 10:22 19:53
Residence 14 11:15 18:10
Residence 15 11:30 18:08
Residence 16 9:02 15:53
Residence 17 3:58 9:01
Residence 18 5:54 10:34
Residence 19 4:10 7:57
Residence 20 5:35 9:46
Residence 21 5:34 10:48
Residence 22 7:43 18:36
Residence 23 1:30 6:01
Residence 24 2:25 8:33
Residence 25 9:23 14:03
Residence 26 4:43 8:14
Residence 27 3:06 16:35
Residence 28 23:56 33:54
Residence 29 2:44 4:38
Residence 30 1:42 2:47
Residence 31 1:02 1:26
Residence 32 0:14 0:21
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ALTA EAST WIND PROJECT - REVISED SHADOW FLICKER ANALYSIS

TABLE 2
Comparison of Predicted Shadow Flicker per Residence (Original Option A vs. Revised Option A)
Alta East Wind Project

Total Potential Shadow Flicker Adjusted for Total Potential Shadow Flicker Adjusted for
Overcast Conditions & Operational Hours — Overcast Conditions & Operational Hours —

Residence ID Original Option A (hrs:min per year) Revised Option A (hrs:min per year)
Residence 33 0:01 0:09
Residence 34 0:20 0:34
Residence 35 0:29 0:46
Residence 36 0:19 0:34
Residence 37 0:22 0:39
Residence 38 0:45 1:11
Residence 39 0:24 0:35
Residence 40 111 1:51
Residence 41 1:39 2:57
Residence 42 12:27 18:31
Residence 43 21:37 32:12
Residence 44 17:55 25:53
Residence 45 5:50 9:18
Residence 46 5:35 9:25
Residence 47 0:00 0:00
Residence 48 0:00 0:00
Residence 49 0:00 0:33
Residence 50 0:00 0:00
Residence 51 0:00 0:00

TOTAL 258:58 477:23
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ALTA EAST WIND PROJECT - REVISED SHADOW FLICKER ANALYSIS

TABLE 3

Potential Shadow Flicker per Wind Turbine — Original Option A vs. Revised Option A

Alta East Wind Project

Total Potential Shadow Flicker Adjusted for  Total Potential Shadow Flicker Adjusted for
Overcast Conditions & Operational Hours — Overcast Conditions & Operational Hours —
Original Option A Revised Option A
Turbine ID (hrs:min per year) (hrs:min per year)
AE-001 0:00 2:44
AE-002 0:00 2:04
AE-003 4:43 6:56
AE-004 0:00 1:57
AE-005 3:15 4:19
AE-006 3:.04 4:22
AE-007 9:06 13:13
AE-008 20:43 25:38
AE-019 0:00 3:35
AE-020 0:00 8:15
AE-021 7:59 17:22
AE-022 9:14 14:45
AE-023 2:17 7:01
AE-024 6:00 9:03
AE-025 2:48 4:20
AE-027 0:00 1:09
AE-028 0:00 4:29
AE-029 0:00 3:25
AE-044 2:33 4:40
AE-045 5:59 8:35
AE-046 2:56 4:25
AE-068 0:52 2:18
AE-069 3:01 4:49
AE-070 5:01 8:23
AE-107 0:00 0:08
AE-108 1:00 2:33
AE-110 66:29 87:11
TOTAL 157:00 257:39

Note: Only the original and revised Option A wind turbines that are predicted to potentially cause shadow flicker at
potential residences are listed in this table.
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8. Glossary

—A—

Adjacent: Defined by ASTM E1527-00 as any rea property the border of which is contiguous or par-
tially contiguous with that of the Site or would be contiguous or partially contiguous with that of the Site
but for a street, road, or other public thoroughfare separating them.

Air Basin: A regiona area defined for state air quality management purposes based on considerations
that include topographic features that influence meteorology and pollutant transport patterns, and political
jurisdiction boundaries that influence the design and implementation of air quality management programs.

Air Quality Control Region: A regional area defined for federal air quality management purposes based
on considerations that include topographic features that influence meteorology and pollutant transport
patterns, and political jurisdiction boundaries that influence the design and implementation of air quality
management programs.

Alluvium: afine-grained fertile soil consisting of mud, silt, and sand deposited by flowing water on flood
plains, in river beds, and in estuaries.

Alluvial Fan: Fan shaped material of water deposited sediments.

Ambient Air Quality Standards. A combination of air pollutant concentrations, exposure durations, and
exposure frequencies that are established as thresholds above which adverse impacts to public health and
welfare may be expected. Ambient air quality standards are set on a national level by the U.S. Environ-
mental Protection Agency. Ambient air quality standards are set on a state level by public health or envi-
ronmental protection agencies as authorized by state law.

Ambient Air: Outdoor air in locations accessible to the general public.

American Reinvestment and Recovery Act of 2009: Abbreviated ARRA (Pub.L. 111-5) and
commonly referred to as the Stimulus or The Recovery Act. An economic stimulus package signed into
law on February 17, 2009 by President Barack Obamato respond to the late-2000s recession. The primary
objective for ARRA was to save and create jobs almost immediately. Secondary objectives were to
provide temporary relief programs for those most impacted by the recession and invest in infrastructure,
education, health, and ‘green’ energy, including wind generation projects.

Applicant: Alta Windpower Development LLC

Archaeological district: A significant concentration, linkage, or continuity of sites, buildings, or features
important in history or prehistory. There can be discontiguous districts composed of resources that are not
in close proximity to one another

Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC): A designated area on public lands where specia
management attention is required: (1) to protect and prevent irreparable damage to fish and wildlife; (2) to
protect important historic, cultural, or scenic values, or other natural systems or processes; or (3) to pro-
tect life and safety from natural hazards.

Attainment Area: An areathat hasair quality as good as or better than a national or state ambient air quality
standard. A single geographic area may be an attainment area for one pollutant and a non-attainment area
for others.

— B—

Basic Elements: The four design elements (form, line, color, and texture), which determine how the char-
acter of alandscape is perceived.

February 2013 8-1 Alta East Wind Project (AEWP)
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Bioremediation: The use of biological agents, such as bacteria or plants, to remove or neutralize contam-
inants, asin polluted soil or water.

—C—

Calcareous Substrates. Substances, often cemented and of a chalky appearance, containing calcium
carbonate.

Cancer: A class of diseases characterized by uncontrolled growth of somatic cells. Cancers are typicaly
caused by one of three mechanisms. chemically induced mutations or other changes to cellular DNA,;
radiation induced damage to cellular chromosomes; or viral infections that introduce new DNA into cells.

Carbon Monoxide (CO): A colorless, odorless gas that is toxic because it reduces the oxygen-carrying
capacity of the blood.

Characteristic: A distinguishing trait, feature, or quality.

Characteristic Landscape: The established landscape within an area being viewed. This does not neces-
sarily mean a naturdistic character. It could refer to an agricultural setting, an urban landscape, a primarily
natural environment, or a combination of these types.

Climate: A statigtical description of daily, seasonal, or annual weather conditions based on recent or long-
term weather data. Climate descriptions typically emphasize average, maximum, and minimum conditions
for temperature, precipitation, humidity, wind, cloud cover, and sunlight intensity patterns; statistics on
the frequency and intensity of tornado, hurricane, or other severe storm events may also be included.

Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL): A 24-hour average noise level rating with a5 dB penalty
factor applied to evening noise levels and a 10 dB penalty factor applied to nighttime noise levels. The
CNEL value is very similar to the Day-Night Average Sound Level (Ldn) value, but includes an addi-
tional weighting factor for noise during evening hours.

Contrast: Opposition or unlikeness of different forms, lines, colors, or texturesin alandscape.
Contrast Rating: A method of analyzing the potential visual impacts of proposed management activities.

Cretaceous:. In geologic history the third and final period of the Mesozoic era, from 144 million to 65
million years ago, during which extensive marine chalk beds formed.

Criteria Pollutant: An air pollutant for which there is a national ambient air quality standard (carbon
monoxide, nitrogen dioxide, ozone, sulfur dioxide, inhalable particulate matter, fine particulate matter, or
airborne lead particles).

Critical Habitat: Habitat designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under Section 4 of the Endan-
gered Species Act and under the following criteria: (1) specific areas within the geographical area occupied
by the species at the time it is listed, on which are found those physical or biological features essential to
the conservation of the species and that may require special management of protection; or (2) specific
areas outside the geographical area by the species at thetimeit islisted but that are considered essential to
the conservation of the species.

Cryptocrystalline silicate: Cryptocrystalline silicates are rocks such as flint, chert, chalcedony, or jasper
that contain a high percentage of silica (SiO,), the primary compound that composes quartz.

Cultural Modification: Any man-caused change in the land form, water form, vegetation, or the addition
of a structure which creates a visual contrast in the basic elements (form, line, color, texture) of the natur-
aistic character of alandscape.

Cultural Resource: A location of human activity, occupation, or use identifiable through field inventory,
historical documentation, or ora evidence. Cultural resources include archaeological and historical sites,
structures, buildings, objects, artifacts, works of art, architecture, and natural features that were important
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in past human events. They may consst of physical remains or areas where significant human events occurred,
even though evidence of the events no longer remains. And they may include definite locations of tradi-
tional, cultural, or religious importance to specified social or cultural groups.

Cultural Resource Data: Cultural resource information embodied in material remains such as artifacts,
features, organic materials, and other remnants of past activities. An important aspect of datais context, a
concept that refers to the relationships among these types of materials and the situations in which they are
found.

Cultural Resource Data Recovery: The professiona application of scientific techniques of controlled
observation, collection, excavation, and/or removal of physical remains, including analysis, interpretation,
explanation, and preservation of recovered remains and associated records in an appropriate curatorial
facility used as a means of protection. Data recovery may sometimes employ professional collection of
such data as oral histories, genealogies, folklore, and related information to portray the social significance
of the affected resources. Such data recovery is sometimes used as a measure to mitigate the adverse
impacts of a ground-disturbing project or activity.

Cultural Resource Integrity: The condition of a cultural property, its capacity to yield scientific data,
and its ability to convey its historical significance. Integrity may reflect the authenticity of a property’s
historic identity, evidenced by the survival or physical characteristics that existed during its historic or
prehistoric period, or its expression of the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time.

Cultural Resource Inventory (Survey): A descriptive listing and documentation, including photographs
and maps of cultural resources. Included in an inventory are the processes of locating, identifying, and
recording sites, structures, buildings, objects, and districts through library and archival research, informa-
tion from persons knowledgeable about cultural resources, and on-the-ground surveys of varying intensity.

Cultural Resource Values. The irreplaceable qualities that are embodied in cultural resources, such as
scientific information about prehistory and history, cultural significance to Native Americans and other
groups, and the potential to enhance public education and enjoyment of the Nation’ srich cultura heritage.

Cultural Site: A physical location of past human activities or events, more commonly referred to as an
archaeological site or a historic property. Such sites vary greatly in size and range from the location of a
single cultural resource object to acluster of cultural resource structures with associated objects and features.

Cumulative Impacts: Two or more individual impacts that, when considered together, are considerable
or that compound or increase other environmental impacts. The following statements also apply when
considering cumulative impacts: (1) the individual impacts may be changes resulting from a single project
or separate projects; (2) the cumulative impact from several projectsis the change in the environment that
results from the incremental impact of the project when added to other closely related past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable probable future projects. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor
but collectively significant projects taking place over time.

— D—

Day/Night Average Sound Level (Ldn): A 24-hour average noise level rating with a 10 dB penalty
factor applied to nighttime noise levels. The Ldn value is very similar to the CNEL value, but does not
include any weighting factor for noise during evening hours.

Decibel (dB): A generic term for measurement units based on the logarithm of the ratio between a mea
sured value and a reference value. Decibel scales are most commonly associated with acoustics (using air
pressure fluctuation data); but decibel scales sometimes are used for ground-borne vibrations or various
electronic signal measurements.

Desert Pavement: A surface covering developed over time, of closely packed rock fragments of pebble
or cobble size found on desert soils.
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Distance Zones: A subdivision of the landscape as viewed from an observer position. The subdivision
(zones) includes foreground-middleground, background, and seldom seen.

Drought condition: A hydrologic condition during a defined period when rainfall and runoff are much
less than average.

—E —
Enhancement: A management action designed to improve visua quality.

Environment: The physical conditions that exist in the area and that would be affected by a proposed
project, including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historical or
aesthetic significance. The area involved is where significant direct or indirect impacts would occur as a
result of the project. The environment includes both natural and artificial conditions.

Equivalent Average Sound Pressure Level (Leq): The decibel level of a constant noise source that
would have the same total acoustical energy over the same time interva as the actual time-varying noise
condition being measured or estimated. Leq values must be associated with an explicit or implicit
averaging timein order to have practical meaning.

Excavation: The scientific examination of an archaeological site through layer-by-layer remova and
study of the contents within prescribed surface units, e.g. square meters.

—F —
Fluvial: Of, relating to, or occurring in ariver.

Form: The mass or shape of an object or objects which appear unified, such as a vegetative opening in a
forest, acliff formation, or awater tank.

— G —
Geomor phic Province: Naturally defined geologic regions that display a distinct landscape or landform.

Greenhouse Gas. A gaseous compound that absorbs infrared radiation and re-radiates a portion of hat
back toward the earth’ s surface, thus trapping heat and warming the earth’ s atmosphere.

Groundwater Overdraft: The condition of agroundwater basin in which the amount of water withdrawn
by pumping exceeds the amount of water that recharges the basin over a period of years during which
water supply conditions approximate average conditions.

— H—

Habitat: A specific set of physical conditions that surround a single species, a group of species, or alarge
community. In wildlife management, the major components of habitat are considered to be food, water,
cover, and living space.

Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP): Air pollutants which have been specifically designated by relevant
federal or state authorities as being hazardous to human health. Most HAP compounds are designated due
to concerns related to: carcinogenic, mutagenic, or teratogenic properties; severe acute toxic effects; or
ionizing radiation released during radioactive decay processes.

Hertz (Hz): A standard unit for describing acoustical frequencies measured as the number of air pressure
fluctuation cycles per second. For most people, the audible range of acoustical frequenciesis from 20 Hz
to 20,000 Hz.

Historical Site: A location that was used or occupied after the arrival of Europeansin North America (ca
A.D. 1492). Such sites may consist of physical remains at archaeological sites or areas where significant
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human events occurred, even though evidence of the events no longer remains. They may have been used
by people of either European or Native American descent.

Historical Resource: A cultural resource, for the purpose of CEQA, listed in, or determined to be eligible
for listingin, the California Register of Historica Resources (PRC §21084.1). Subsumed in present
analysis under “important historic and cultural aspects of our national heritage.”

Historical Property: A cultural resource, for the purpose of Section 106, includedin, or eigible for
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (36 CFR § 800.16(1)(1). Subsumed in present analy-
sis under “important historic and cultural aspects of our national heritage.”

Holocene: Of, denoting, or formed in the second and most recent epoch of the Quaternary period, which
began 10,000 years ago at the end of the Pleistocene.

Hydrocarbons: Any organic compound containing primarily carbon and hydrogen, such as the alkanes,
alkenes, alkynes, terpenes, and arenes.

— | —
Igneous. Rock, such as granite and basalt that has solidified from a molten or partially molten state.

Impacts: Impacts analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change. Impacts are: (1) Direct or
primary impacts that would be caused by the proposed project and would occur at the same time and
place; or (2) Indirect or secondary impacts that would be caused by the proposed project and would be
later in time or farther removed in distance but would still be reasonably foreseeable. Indirect or
secondary impacts may include growth-inducing impacts and other effects related to induced changes in
the pattern of land use; population density or growth rate; and related effects on air and water and other
natural systems, including ecosystems.

Indian Tribe: Any American Indian group in the United States that the Secretary of the Interior recog-
nizes as possessing tribal status (listed periodically in the Federal Register).

Indigenous: Being of native origin (such as indigenous peoples or indigenous cultural features).

Interdisciplinary Team: A group of individuals with different training, representing the physical sciences,
social sciences, and environmental design arts, assembled to solve a problem or perform a task. The
members of the team proceed to a solution with frequent interaction so that each discipline may provide
insights to any stage of the problem and disciplines may combine to provide new solutions.

Invasive Species. An exotic species whaose introduction does or is likely to cause economic or environ-
mental harm or harm to human health (Executive Order 13122, 2/3/99).

Isolate: Non-linear, isolated archaeological features without associated artifacts.
— K —

Key Observation Point (KOP): One or a series of points on atravel route or at a use area or a potentia
use area, where the view of a management activity would be most revealing.

L —

L andscape Character: The arrangement of a particular landscape as formed by the variety and intensity
of the landscape features and the four basic elements of form, line, color, and texture. These factors give
the area a distinctive quality which distinguishesiit from its immediate surroundings.

L andscape Featur es. The land and water form, vegetation, and structures which compose the characteristic
landscape.

February 2013 8-5 Alta East Wind Project (AEWP)
Final EIS



8. Glossary Bureau of Land Management

L easable Minerals: Minerals whose extraction from federally managed land requires a lease and the pay-
ment of royalties. Leasable minerals include coal, oil and gas, oil shale and tar sands potash, phosphate,
sodium, and geothermal steam.

Less than Significant Impact. An impact that is adverse but that does not exceed the defined thresholds
of significance. Less-than-significant impacts do not require mitigation.

Line: The path, real or imagined, that the eye follows when perceiving abrupt differences in form, color,
or texture. Within landscapes, lines may be found as ridges, skylines, structures, changes in vegetative
types, or individual trees and branches.

Locatable Minerals: Minerals subject to exploration, development, and disposal by staking mining
claims as authorized by the Mining Law of 1872, as amended. This includes deposits of gold, silver, and
other uncommon minerals not subject to lease or sale.

M —

Maintenance Area: An area that currently meets federal ambient air quality standards but which was
previously designated as a nonattainment area. Federal agency actions occurring in a maintenance area
are still subject to Clean Air Act conformity review requirements.

Management Activity: A surface disturbing activity undertaken on the landscape for the purpose of
harvesting, traversing, transporting, protecting, changing, replenishing, or otherwise using resources.

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU): A written but noncontractual agreement between two or more
agencies or other partiesto take a certain course of action.

Meteorological Tower (MET). Instrument located at the proposed Project site, designed to measure
temperature, humidity, relative humidity, solar radiation, and wind speed and direction.

Mineral Material Disposal: The sale of sand, gravel, decorative rock, or other materias defined in 43
CFR 3600.

Mining Claim: A mining claim is a selected parcel of Federal Land, valuable for a specific mineral deposit
or deposits, for which aright of possession has been asserted under the General Mining Law. Thisright is
restricted to the development and extraction of a mineral deposit. The rights granted by a mining claim
protect against a challenge by the United States and other claimants only after the discovery of avauable
mineral deposit. The two types of mining claims are lode and placer. In addition, mill sites and tunnel
sites may be located to provide support facilities for lode and placer mining.

Mitigation: Mitigation consists of measures that avoid or substantialy reduce the project’s significant
environmental impacts by: (a) Avoiding the impacts altogether by not taking an action or parts of an
action, (b) Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation,
(c) Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment, (d) Reducing
or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of the
action, (e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments
(40 CFR 1508.20).

— N—

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES): The NPDES permit program has been
delegated in California to the State Water Resources Control Board. These sections of the Clean Water
Act require that an applicant for afederal license or permit that allows activities resulting in adischarge to
waters of the United States must obtain a State certification that the discharge complies with other provi-
sions of the Clean Water Act.
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National Register District: A group of significant archaeological, historical, or architectural sites, within
a defined geographic area, that is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. See National Register
of Historic Places.

National Register of Historic Places: The official list, established by the National Historic Preservation
Act, of the Nation’s cultural resources worthy of preservation. The National Register lists archeological,
historic, and architectural properties (i.e. districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects) nominated for
their local, state, or national significance by state and federal agencies and approved by the National Reg-
ister Staff. The National Park Service maintains the National Register. Also see Nationa Historic Preser-
vation Act.

National Scenic Trail: One of the three categories of national trails defined in the National Trails System
Act of 1968 that can only be established by act of Congress and are administered by federal agencies,
although part or all of their land base may be owned and managed by others. National Scenic Trails are
existing regional and local trails recognized by either the Secretary of Agriculture or the Secretary of the
Interior upon application.

Native American: Indigenous peoples of the western hemisphere.

Nitric Oxide (NO): A colorless toxic gas formed primarily by combustion processes that oxidize atmos-
pheric nitrogen gas or nitrogen compounds found in the fuel. NO is a precursor of ozone, nitrogen diox-
ide, numerous types of photochemically-generated nitrate particles (including PAN), and atmospheric nitrous
and nitric acids. Most nitric oxide formed by combustion processes is converted into nitrogen dioxide by
subsequent oxidation in the atmosphere over a period that may range from several hoursto afew days.

Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2): A toxic reddish gas formed by oxidation of nitric oxide. Nitrogen dioxide is a
strong respiratory and eye irritant. Most nitric oxide formed by combustion processes is converted into
nitrogen dioxide by subsequent oxidation in the atmosphere. Nitrogen dioxide is a criteria pollutant in its
own right, and is a precursor of ozone, numerous types of photochemically generated nitrate particles
(including PAN), and atmospheric nitrous and nitric acids.

Nitrogen Oxides (NOx): A group term meaning the combination of nitric oxide and nitrogen dioxide;
other trace oxides of nitrogen may also be included in instrument-based NOx measurements. NOX is a
precursor of ozone, photochemically-generated nitrate particles (including PAN), and atmospheric nitrous
and nitric acids.

Non-native Species. See Invasive Species and Noxious Weed.

Noxious Weed: According to the Federal Noxious Weed Act (PL 93-629), a weed that causes disease or
has other adverse effects on man or his environment and therefore is detrimental to the agricultural and
commerce of the United States and to the public health.

Nonattainment Area: An area that does not meet afedera or state ambient air quality standard. Federa
agency actions occurring in a federal nonattainment area are subject to Clean Air Act conformity review
requirements.

—0—

Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV): Any vehicle capable of or designed for travel on or immediately over
land, water, or other natural terrain, deriving motive power from any source other than muscle. OHV's
exclude: (1) any non-amphibious registered motorboat; (2), any fire, emergency, or law enforcement vehicle
while being used for officia or emergency purposes; (3) any vehicle whose use is expressly authorized by
a permit, lease, license, agreement, or contract issued by an authorized officer or otherwise approved; (4)
vehicles in officia use; and (5) any combat or combat support vehicle when used in times of national
defense emergencies.
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Operation and Maintenance (O& M) Facility. Building and yard constructed to store critical spare parts
and provide a building for maintenance services.

Organic Compounds. Compounds of carbon containing hydrogen and possibly other elements (such as
oxygen, sulfur, or nitrogen). Major subgroups of organic compounds include hydrocarbons, acohols, ade-
hydes, carboxylic acids, esers, ethers, and ketones. Organic compounds do not include crystaline or amorphous
forms of elemental carbon (graphite, diamond, carbon black, etc.), the simple oxides of carbon (carbon
monoxide and carbon dioxide), metallic carbides, or metallic carbonates.

Overdraft condition: A condition in which the total volume of water being extracted from the ground-
water basin would be greater than the total recharge provided to the basin.

Ozone (03): A compound consisting of three oxygen atoms. Ozone is a major constituent of photochem-
ical smog that is formed primarily through chemical reactions in the atmosphere involving reactive organic
compounds, nitrogen oxides, and ultraviolet light. Ozone is a toxic chemical that damages various types
of plant and animal tissues and which causes chemical oxidation damage to various materials. Ozone is a
respiratory irritant, and appears to increase susceptibility to respiratory infections. A natural layer of ozone
in the upper atmosphere absorbs high energy ultraviolet radiation, reducing the intensity and spectrum of
ultraviolet light that reaches the earth’ s surface.

— P—

Paleontological Resources (Fossils): The physical remains of plants and animals preserved in soils and
sedimentary rock formations. Paleontological resources are for understanding past environments, environ-
mental change, and the evolution of life.

Paleontology: A science dealing with the life forms of past geological periods as known from fossil
remains.

Paleozoic Era: An era of geologic time (600 million to 280 million years ago) between the Late Precam-
brian and the Mesozoic eras and comprising the Cambrian, Ordovician, Silurian, Devonian, Mississip-
pian, Pennsylvanian, and Permian periods.

Particulate Matter: Solid or liquid material having size, shape, and density characteristics that alow the
material to remain suspended in the atmosphere for more than a few minutes. Particulate matter can be
characterized by chemical characteristics, physical form, or aerodynamic properties. Categories based on
aerodynamic properties are commonly described as being size categories, athough physica size is not
used to define the categories. Many components of suspended particulate matter are respiratory irritants.
Some components (such as crystalline or fibrous minerals) are primarily physical irritants. Other compo-
nents are chemical irritants (such as sulfates, nitrates, and various organic chemicals). Suspended particu-
late matter also can contain compounds (such as heavy metals and various organic compounds) that are
systemic toxins or necrotic agents. Suspended particulate matter or compounds adsorbed on the surface of
particles can aso be carcinogenic or mutagenic chemicals.

Peak Particle Velocity: A measure of ground-borne vibrations. Physical movement distances are typic-
ally measured in thousandths of an inch, and occur over atiny fraction of a second. But the normal con-
vention for presenting that datais to convert it into units of inches per second.

Perennial Yield: The maximum quantity of water that can be annually withdrawn from a groundwater
basin over along period of time [during which water supply conditions approximate average conditions]
without developing an overdraft condition.

Petroglyph: Pictures, symbols, or other art work pecked, carved, or incised on natural rock surfaces.

pH (parts hydrogen): The logarithm of the reciprocal of hydrogen-ion concentration in gram atoms per
liter.
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Physiographic Province: An extensive portion of the landscape normally encompassing many hundreds
of square miles, which portrays similar qualities of soil, rock, dope, and vegetation of the same geomorphic
origin.

Pleistocene (Ice Age): An epoch in the Quaternary period of geologic history lasting from 1.8 million to
10,000 years ago. The Pleistocene was an epoch of multiple glaciations, during which continental glaciers
covered nearly one fifth of the earth’ s land.

Pliocene: The Pliocene Epoch is the period in the geologic timescae that extends from 5.332 million to
2.588 million years before present.

PM10 (inhalable particulate matter): A fractional sampling of suspended particulate matter that
approximates the extent to which suspended particles with aerodynamic equivalent diameters smaller than
50 microns penetrate to the lower respiratory tract (tracheo-bronchia airways and alveoli in the lungs). In
a regulatory context, PM1o is any suspended particulate matter collected by a certified sampling device
having a 50 percent collection efficiency for particles with aerodynamic equivalent diameters of 9.5-10.5
microns and an maximum aerodynamic diameter collection limit less than 50 microns. Collection
efficiencies are greater than 50 percent for particles with aerodynamic diameters smaller than 10 microns
and less than 50 percent for particles with aerodynamic diameters larger than 10 microns.

PM 2.5 (fine particulate matter): A fractional sampling of suspended particulate matter that approxi-
mates the extent to which suspended particles with aerodynamic equivalent diameters smaller than 6 microns
penetrate into the alveoli in the lungs. In aregulatory context, PM2.5is any suspended particulate matter
collected by a certified sampling device having a 50 percent collection efficiency for particles with aero-
dynamic equivalent diameters of 2.0-2.5 microns and an maximum aerodynamic diameter collection limit
less than 6 microns. Collection efficiencies are greater than 50 percent for particles with aerodynamic
diameters smaller than 2.5 microns and less than 50 percent for particles with aerodynamic diameters
larger than 2.5 microns.

Precursor: A compound or category of pollutant that undergoes chemical reactions in the atmosphere to
produce or catalyze the production of another type of air pollutant.

Prehistoric: Refers to the period wherein American Indian cultural activities took place before written
records and not yet influenced by contact with nonnative culture(s).

Programmatic Agreement (PA): A document that details the terms of aformal, legally binding agreement
between one party and other state and/or federal agencies. A PA establishes a process for consultation,
review, and compliance with one or more federal laws, most often with those federal laws concerning
historic preservation.

Project: The whole of an action that has the potential for resulting in a physical change in the
environment, directly or ultimately.

Proponent: Alta Windpower Development LLC
Proposed Action: Alta East Wind Project.

Protocol Agreement (Protocol): A modified version of the NPA, adapted to the unique requirements of
managing cultural resources on public lands in California, and is used as the primary management guid-
ance for BLM officesin the state.

Quaternary Age: The most recent of the three periods of the Cenozoic Era in the geologic time scale of

the ICS. It follows the Tertiary Period, spanning 2.588 + 0.005 million years ago to the present. The Quat-
ernary includes two geologic epochs: the Pleistocene and the Holocene Epochs.
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Recovery Act: See American Reinvestment and Recovery Act of 2009.

Rehabilitation: A management alternative and/or practice which restores landscapes to a desired scenic
quality.

Restoration (Cultural Resource): The process of accurately reestablishing the form and details of a
property or portion of a property together with its setting, as it appeared in a particular period of time.
Restoration may involve removing later work that is not in itself significant and replacing missing origina
work. Also see Stabilization (Cultural Resource).

Riparian: Situated on or pertaining to the bank of a river, stream, or other body of water. Normally
describes plants of all types that grow rooted in the water table or sub-irrigation zone of streams, ponds,
and springs.

Road: A linear route declared a road by the owner, managed for use by low-clearance vehicles having
four or more wheels, and maintained for regular and continuous use.

Route: “Routes’ represents a group or set of roads, trails, and primitive roads that represents less than
100 percent of the BLM transportation system. Generically, components of the transportation system are
described as routes.

_—S—

Saleable Minerals. Common variety minerals on the public lands, such as sand and gravel, which are
used mainly for construction and are disposed by sales or specia permits to local governments. See also
Mineral Materials.

Scale: The proportionate size relationship between an object and the surroundings in which the object is
placed.

Scenery: The aggregate of features that give character to alandscape.

Scenic Area: An area whose landscape character exhibits a high degree of variety and harmony among
the basic elements which resultsin a pleasant landscape to view.

Scenic Quality: The relative worth of alandscape from avisual perception point of view.

Scenic Quality Evaluation Key Factors. The seven factors (land form, vegetation, water, color, adjacent
scenery, scarcity, and cultural modifications) used to evaluate the scenic quality of alandscape.

Scenic Quality Ratings. The rdlative scenic quality (A, B, or C) assigned a landscape by applying the scenic
quality evaluation key factors; scenic quality A being the highest rating, B a moderate rating, and C the lowest
rating.

Scenic Values: See Scenic Quality and Scenic Quality Ratings.

Secretary of the Interior: The U.S. Department of the Interior is in charge of the nation’s internal
affairs. The Secretary serves on the President’ s cabinet and appoints citizens to the National Park Founda-
tion board.

Sedimentary Rocks: Rocks, such as sandstone, limestone, and shale, that are formed from sediments or
transported fragments.

Sensitivity Levels: Measures (e.g., high, medium, and low) of public concern for scenic quality.
Shaft: See Mine Shaft.
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Significant and Unavoidable | mpact. An impact that exceeds the defined thresholds of significance and
cannot be eliminated or reduced to a less-than-significant level through the implementation of mitigation
measures.

Significant Impact on the Environment: A substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse change in any
of the physical conditions in the area affected by the proposed project, including land, air, water,
minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historical or aesthetic significance. An economic or
socia change by itself is not considered a significant impact on the environment. A socia or economic
change related to a physical change may be considered in determining whether the physical change is
significant.

Special Status Species. Federal- or state-listed species, candidate or proposed species for listing, or spe-
cies otherwise considered sensitive or threatened by state and federal agencies.

State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO): The official within and authorized by each state at the
request of the Secretary of the Interior to act as liaison for the National Historic Preservation Act. Also
see National Historic Preservation Act.

State Implementation Plan (SIP): Legally enforceable plans adopted by states and submitted to EPA for
approval, which identify the actions and programs to be undertaken by the State and its subdivisions to
achieve and maintain national ambient air quality standards in a time frame mandated by the Clean Air
Act.

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB): Created in 1967, joint authority of water allocation
and water quality protection enables the State Water Board to provide comprehensive protection for Cali-
fornia s waters. The mission of the nine Regional Boards is to develop and enforce water quality objec-
tives and implementation plans that will best protect the State’s waters, recognizing local differences in
climate, topography, geology and hydrology.

Subsurface: Of or pertaining to rock or mineral deposits which generally are found below the ground
surface.

Sulfur Dioxide (SO2): A pungent, colorless, and toxic oxide of sulfur formed primarily by the combustion
of fossil fuels. It isarespiratory irritant, especially for asthmatics. A criteria pollutant in its own right, and
aprecursor of sulfate particles and atmospheric sulfuric acid.

Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition System (SCADA). A system that alows for controlling and
monitoring individual turbines and the wind plant as a whole from a central host computer or a remote
personal computer.

T —

Tertiary: The Tertiary Period marks the beginning of the Cenozoic Era. It began 65 million years ago
and lasted more than 63 million years, until 1.8 million years ago. The Tertiary is made up of 5 epochs. the
Paleocene Epoch, the Eocene Epoch, the Oligocene Epoch, the Miocene Epoch, and the Pliocene Epoch.

Texture: The visual manifestations of the interplay of light and shadow created by the variations in the
surface of an object or landscape.

Toxic: Poisonous. Exerting an adverse physiological effect on the normal functioning of an organism’s
tissues or organs through chemical or biochemical mechanisms following physical contact or absorption.

Traditional Cultural Properties. Areas associated with the cultural practices or beliefs of aliving com-
munity. These sites are rooted in the community’ s history and are important in maintaining cultural identity.

Trail: A linear route managed for human-powered, stock, or off-highway vehicle forms of transportation
or for historical or heritage values. Trails are not generally managed for use by four-wheel drive or high-
clearance vehicles.
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Undertaking: Equivalent in present analysisto “proposed action” and “proposed project.” An undertaking,
pursuant to 36 CFR 8§ 800.16(y), “means a project, activity, or program funded in whole or in part under
the direct or indirect jurisdiction of a Federa agency, including those carried out by or on behaf of a
Federal agency; those carried out with Federal financial assistance; and those requiring a Federal permit,
license or approval.”

—V —

Vandalism (Cultural Resource): Malicious damage or the unauthorized collecting, excavating, or defacing
of cultural resources. Section 6 of the Archaeological Resources Protection Act states that "no person may
excavate, remove, damage, or otherwise alter or deface any archaeological resource located on public
lands or Indian lands...unless such activity is pursuant to a permit issued under section 4 of this Act."

Variables: Factors influencing visual perception including distance, angle of observation, time, size or
scale, season of the year, light, and atmospheric conditions.

Variety: The state or quality of being varied and having the absence of monotony or sameness.

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT): The cumulative amount of vehicle travel within a specified or implied
geographical areaover agiven period of time.

Viewshed: The landscape that can be directly seen under favorable atmospheric conditions, from a viewpoint
or along atransportation corridor. Protection, rehabilitation, or enhancement is desirable and possible.

Visual Contrast: See Contrast.
Visual Quality: See Scenic Quality.

Visual Resources: The visible physical features on a landscape (e.g., land, water, vegetation, animals,
structures, and other features).

Visual Resource Management Classes: Categories assigned to public lands based on scenic quality, sen-
sitivity level, and distance zones. There are four classes. Each class has an objective which prescribes the
amount of change alowed in the characteristic landscape.

Visual Resource Management (VRM): The inventory and planning actions taken to identify visual
values and to establish objectives for managing those values; and the management actions taken to achieve
the visual management objectives.

Visual Values: See Scenic Quality.
— W —

Wetlands. Permanently wet or intermittently water-covered areas, such as swamps, marshes, bogs, potholes,
swales, and glades.

Wilderness Area: An areaformally designated by Congress as part of the National Wilderness Preserva-
tion System as defined in the Wilderness Act of 1964 (78 Stat. 891), Section 2(c).

Wilderness Study Area: A roadless area or island that has been inventoried and found to have wilder-
ness characteristics as described in section 603 of FLPMA and section 2(c) of the Wilderness Act of 1964
(78 Stat. 891). Source for both of these is BLM's IMP and Guidelines for Lands Under Wilderness
Review (December 1979).

Wind Turbine Generator (WTG). A rotary device that extracts energy from the wind.
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10. Index
A

ABPP: See Avian and Bat Protection Plan

ACEC: See Areaof Critical Environmental
Concern

ACOE: See Army Corps of Engineers

ADT: See Average Daily Traffic

Aircraft Operations. 4.11-1-3, 4.11-13,
4,11-18-22, 4.11-25, 4.11-27, 4.16-7, 4.16-9-
11

APCD: Air Pollution Control District

APE: See Areaof Potential Effect

Areaof Critical Environmental Concern:
3.12-3, 3.15-1, 4.12-2

Area of Potential Effect: 3.4-1, 3.4-12, 4.4-4,
4.4-23,5-3

Army Corpsof Engineers: 1-5, 3.17-20-21

Avian and Bat Protection Plan: 4.21-17,
4.21-22, 4.21-24, 4.21-26-4.21-28, 4.21-41—
4.21-43, 4.21-53

B

BA: See Biological Assessment

Best Management Practices: 1-7, 2-13, 3.19-5,
3.19-13, 4.4-11, 4.4-20, 4.4-23, 4.10-14, 4.11-
5,4.14-16

Biological Assessment: 1-6, 3.21-33

Biological Opinion: 1-14, 4.17-6, 4.17-8,
4.17-22-23, 4.17-26

BMPs. See Best Management Practices

BO: SeeBiological Opinion

C

California Desert Conservation Area: 1-1, 1-6
2-1,4.6-2,4.12-2

California Endangered Species Act: 1-6. 1-11,
3.21-37

CDCA: See Cdlifornia Desert Conservation
Area

CESA: See Cdifornia Endangered Species Act

Clean Water Act: 1-5, 1-10, 3.19-4

Criteria Pollutant Emissions: 3.2-1, 3.2-7, 4.2-
3,4.2-6-7,4.2-11-15

CWA: See Clean Water Act

February 2013

D

Department of Defense: 3.11-20, 3.11-23,
3.21-4,4.11-4, 4.11-33
DOD: See Department of Defense

E

Eagle Conservation Plan: 3.21-34, 4.21-22,
4.21-24, 4.21-41, 4.21-43, 4.21-53

Eastern Kern Air Pollution Control District:
1-12, 1-16, 3.2-7, 4.2-1-2, 4.2-23-24

ECP: See Eagle Conservation Plan

Electromagnetic Fields: 3.11-10, 4.11-2,
4.11-12

EMF: See Electromagnetic Fields

Endangered Species Act: 3.21-33, 4.21-37,
4.21-44-46, 4.21-52

Environmentally Superior Alternative: 2-25

Erosion: 2-9-10, 2-12, 2-14,3.14-1, 3.14-5,
3.14-10, 4.14-2, 4.14-6, 4.14-8

ESA: See Endangered Species Act

F

FAA: See Federa Aviation Administration

Federal Aviation Administration: 2-4, 3.6-4,
4.6-7

Federal Land Policy and M anagement Act:
3.6-4,4.6-1

Flooding: 3.19-4, 3.19-11, 4.19-1-2, 4.19-5-7,
4.19-11, 4.19-29

FLPMA: See Federa Land Policy and
Management Act

Fugitive Dust: 3.2-1, 3.2-8-9, 4.2-3-4, 4.2-6-10,
4.2-21, 4.2-23-26

G

GHG: See Greenhouse Gas

Greenhouse Gas. see Sections 3.3 and 4.3

Ground Vibration: 3.9-7-8, 4.9-4, 4.9-11-13,
49-17

Groundwater: 3.19-3-4, 3.19-11-12, and see
Section 4.19
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H

Habitat Conservation Plan: 3.17-21-22, 3.17-
30, 3.17-32

Hazardous Air Pollutant Emissions; 4.2-1,
4.2-6,4.2-11-15

Hazardous M aterials; 3.11-2, 3.11-13-17,
4.11-1-2,4.11-4, 4.11-10, 4.11-18-23, 4.11-
26-27,4.11-31, 4.11-33

HCP: See Habitat Conservation Plan

K

Key Observation Point: 3.18-2—4, 4.18-1—
4.18-11
KOP: See Key Observation Point

L

Level of Service: 3.16-1, 4.16-1, 4.16-9,
4.16-16
LOS: SeelLeve of Service

M

MBTA: See Migratory Bird Treaty Act

MDAB: Mojave Desert Air Basin

M eteorological Towers: 2-7, 3.18-5

Migratory Bird Treaty Act: 3.21-34, 4.21-10,
4.21-17, 4.21-45-46

N

NAHC: See Native American Heritage
Commission

National Historic Preservation Act; 3.4-14,
4.4-1,4.4-19

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System: 3.19-4-5, 4.19-7, 4.190-36

National Register of Historic Places. 3.4-11,
3.4-15, 4.4-2-4

Native American Heritage Commission:
3.4-18, 4.4-22

NHPA: See National Historic Preservation Act

NOI: See Notice of Intent

NOP: See Notice of Preparation

Notice of Intent: 1-2, 1-12

Notice of Preparation: 1-2, 1-12

NPDES: See Nationa Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System

NRHP: See National Register of Historic Places
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O

Occupational Safety and Health
Administration: 3.11-13, 3.17, 4.11-33

Odors: 4.2-6-16

Off-Highway Vehicle: 3.12-1, 4.12-2

OHV: See Off-Highway Vehicle

OSHA: See Occupational Safety and Health
Administration

P

PEIS: See Programmatic Environmental | mpact
Statement

Plan of Development: 2-2, 2-13

POD: See Plan of Development

Preferred Alternative: 2-16, 2-22

Programmatic Environmental | mpact
Statement: 1-7, 2-13

R

Regional Water Quality Control Board: 3.19-
1, 3.19-12-13, 4.19-7, 4.19-36

Riparian: 3.17-1-2, 3.17-19-20, 3.17-26-27,
4.17-1,4.17-3, 4.17-6, 4.10-11, 4.17-22-23

RWQCB: See Regiona Water Quality Control
Board

S

SCE: See Southern California Edison

Scoping: 1-12-13, 5-6-8

Seismic Hazards: 3.11-1-2, 3.11-12, 3.14-7,
4.11-1, 4.14-2, 4.14-5

Shadow Flicker: 4.18-5-7

SHPO: See State Historic Preservation Office

Southern California Edison: 1-4, 2-3

State Historic Preservation Office: 1-10, 1-14,
3.4-14

State Water Resources Control Board: 1-15

SWRCB: See State Water Resources Control
Board

U

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: 1-6, 3.21-42
USFWS: See U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

V

Visual Resource Management: 3.18-1-2,
3.18-4,4.18-1, 4.18-11

February 2013



Bureau of Land Management

10. Index

W

WA See Wilderness Area

Water Supply Assessment: 3.19-1, 3.19-6
4.19-4, 4.19-10

Waters of theU.S.: 3.19-3-5

Weeds. 3.17-1, 3.17-6-7, 4.177-10, 4.17-12,
4.17-14, 4.17-16, 4.17-26

February 2013

10-3

Wetlands. 3.17-19-20, 3.17-23-24, 4.17-1-2,
4.17-18

Wilderness Area; 3.17-22

Wind Turbine Syndrome: 3.11-9, 4.11-2,
4.11-12

WSA: See Water Supply Assessment
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Potential Fossil Yield Classification Map
KOP 1 — View Looking East from Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail
Visual Simulation of the Alta East Wind Project — KOP 1
KOP 2 — View Looking Northwest From Within Rural-Residential County Lands North of SR 58
in Tehachapi Pass
Visual Simulation of the Alta East Wind Project — KOP 2
KOP 3 — View Looking Southeast From Within Rural-Residential County Lands North of SR 58
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KOP 5 — View Looking Northwest from SR 14/SR 58 Interchange
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This entire document consists of maps and schematics that cannot be made fully compliant with

Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973. If you need help using the information here, please
contact the Ridgecrest Field Office at (760) 384-5400 and reference the Proposed Plan Amendment and
Final EIS for the Alta East Wind Project, Appendix A, Figures. Disclaimer: The Bureau of Land
Management makes no representations or warranties regarding the accuracy or completeness of this
map. The map is merely representational, it and the data from which it was derived are not binding on
the Bureau and may be revised at any time in the future. The Bureau of Land Management shall not be
liable under any circumstances for any direct, indirect, special, incidental or consequential damages with
respect to any claim by any user or any third party on account of or arising from the use of this map or
the data from which it was derived.
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Figure 2-2

Schematic lllustration of WTG
Source: AWD, 2011.
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Potential Fossil Yield Classification Map
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miles east ot tne trail access point at the Cameron Lanyon Koad overpass of SK 58. | he rural residential area located at
the eastern entrance to the Tehachapi Pass is visible near the center of the view. Portions of the project site visible from
this location are managed by BLM.

Eigure 4,18-1

KOP 1 - View Looking East from Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail
Source: CH2MHill, 2012.

Alta East Wind Project (AEWP)
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nortn and soutn or SR 8.

Source: CH2MHill, 2012,

Figure 4,18-2
Visual Simulation of the Alta East Wind Project — KOP 1
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entrance 10 the Ienachapi Fass. | he Facifc Lrest Natonal Scenic Irail passes through the mountains visible In this
view’s backdrop, approximately 3 miles away from the viewpoint. Portions of the project site visible from this location are
managed by BLM.

Source: CH2MHill, 2012,

Figure 4,18-3
KOP 2 - View Looking Northwest From Within
Rural-Residential County Lands North of SR 58 in Tehachapi Pass
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the rural residential area.

Source: CH2MHill, 2012,

Eigure 4,18-4
Visual Simulation of the Alta East Wind Project — KOP 2
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lenachap! Fass. 1his viewpoint IS located along the southwestern edge or the residential area. Both SK 58 and the
Southern Pacific railroad tracks are visible in the foreground and middleground. Portions of the project site visible from
this location include private lands and lands managed by BLM.

Figure 4,18-5
KOP 3 — View Looking Southeast From Within

Source: CH2MHill, 2012, Rural-Residential County Lands North of SR 58 in Tehachapi Pass
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Eigure 4.18-6
Visual Simulation of the Alta East Wind Project - KOP 3
Source: CH2MHIill, 2012,
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toward the nortneastern portion ot the project site Irom the Intersection of SK 14 and SK b8; segments of each 1o the nortn
and east of the intersection respectively are eligible for designation as state scenic highways. Portions of the project site
visible from this location include private lands and lands managed by BLM.

Figure 4,18-7
KOP 5 - View Looking Northwest from SR 14/SR 58 Interchange
Source: CH2MHill, 2012,

Alta East Wind Project (AEWP) February 2013
Final EIS



Bureau of Land Management Appendix A. Figures

lenachapl iviountain tootnills.

Eigure 4.18-8
Visual Simulation of the Alta East Wind Project — KOP 5
Source: CH2MHIill, 2012,
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elevated view approximates views rrom west Mojave. ExXising wind turbines are visibie In the Toothills 10 the west.
Portions of the project site visible from this location include private lands and lands managed by BLM.

Figure 4,18-9
KOP 7 - View Looking North from Oak Creek Road/SR 58 Overpass in Mojave
Source: CH2MHill, 2012,
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taller than some or the existing turpines in the area.

Source: CH2MHill, 2012,

Figure 4.18-10
Visual Simulation of the Alta East Wind Project — KOP 7

Alta East Wind Project (AEWP)

Final EIS

February 2013



Bureau of Land Management



	ALTA EAST WIND PROJECT PROPOSED PLAN AMENDMENT AND FINAL EIS - Volume
2B
	Title Page

	Table of Contents

	7. Responses to Comments

	7.1 Introduction
	Purpose
	Environmental Review Process

	7.2 Revisions to the Project Draft EIS/EIR
	Page 2-3
	Page 2-3
	Page 2-4
	Page 2-20
	Page 3.16-2
	Page 3.21-21 and 22
	Page 3.21-38
	Page 4.6-4
	Page 4.16-17
	Page 4.16-18
	Page 4.17-23 and 24
	Page 4.17-27
	Page 4.18-21
	Page 4.19-36
	Page 4.21-8
	Page 4.21-10 and 11
	Page 4.21-18
	Page 4.21-22, after second paragraph
	Page 4.21-28, after Mitigation Measure 4.21-14
	Page 4.21-49
	Page 5-9

	7.3 Errata to the Project Draft EIS/EIR
	Page 1-3
	Page 3.18-4
	Page 3.21-22
	Page 3.21-23
	Page 3.21-32
	Page 4.6-18
	Page 4.10-12
	Page 4.11-32
	Page 4.14-15
	Page 4.16-17
	Page 4.17-2
	Page 4.17-3, First Bullet
	Page 4.17-17
	Page 4.17-22
	Page 4.18-3 and 4
	Page 4.18-12
	Page 4.18-16
	Page 4.18-17
	Page 4.18-18
	Page 4.18-19
	Page 4.19-14
	Page 4.19-16
	Page 4.19-17
	Page 4.19-35
	Page 4.21-5
	Page 4.21-7
	Page 4.21-14
	Page 4.21-25
	Page 4.21-28
	Page 4.21-34
	Page 4.21-43
	Page 4.21-45
	Page 4.21-49
	Page 4.21-53
	Page 4.21-53
	Page 4.21-64 (after last bullet of 7[B])
	Page 4.21-57
	Page 4.21-59
	Page 6-9
	Appendix A, Page A-6 Figure 2-6, Proposed GPAs

	7.4 Response to Comments

	Comment Letter 1 from Beth Boyst on behalf of
U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (September 26, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 1: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (September 26, 2012)

	Comment Letter 2 from Kathleen Martyn Goforth on behalf of
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (September 27, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 2: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (September 27, 2012)

	Comment Letter 3 from Scott Morgan on behalf of
OPR State Clearinghouse (August 14, 2012); (September 28, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 3: OPR State Clearinghouse (August 14, 2012); (September 28, 2012)

	Comment Letter 4 from Dave Singleton on behalf of
Native American Heritage Commission (July 16, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 4: Native American Heritage Commission (July 16, 2012)

	Comment Letter 5 from Tom Browne on behalf of
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (September 26, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 5: Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (September 26, 2012)

	Comment Letter 6 from Gayle J. Rosander on behalf of
California Department of Transportation (July 31, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 6: California Department of Transportation (July 31, 2012)

	Comment Letter 7 from Warren D. Maxwell on behalf of
Kern County, Roads Department (July 20, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 7: Kern County, Roads Department (July 20, 2012)

	Comment Letter 8 from Ileene Anderson on behalf of
Center for Biological Diversity (September 27, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 8: Center for Biological Diversity (September 27, 2012)

	Comment Letter 9 from Garry George, Stephanie Dashiell, and Sarah K. Friedman on behalf of
Sierra Club/Defenders of Wildlife/Audubon California (September 26, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 9: Sierra Club/Defenders of Wildlife/Audubon California (September 26, 2012)

	Comment Letter 10 from Harry Love on behalf of
The Kern Audubon Society (August 22, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 10: The Kern Audubon Society (August 22, 2012)

	Comment Letter 11 from Anitra I. Kass on behalf of
Pacific Crest Trail Association (September 26, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 11: Pacific Crest Trail Association (September 26, 2012)

	Comment Letter 12 from Sarah Gassner on behalf of
Pacific Gas and Electric Company (September 11, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 12: Pacific Gas and Electric Company (September 11, 2012)

	Comment Letter 13 from
Ruben Grijalva (September 26, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 13: Ruben Grijalva (September 26, 2012)

	Comment Letter 14 from
David Grant (July 9, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 14: David Grant (July 9, 2012)

	Comment Letter 15 from
John Jason Chun (July 1, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 15: John Jason Chun (July 1, 2012)

	Comment Letter 16 from Randy Hoyle on behalf of
Alta Windpower Development, LLC (September 27, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 16: Alta Windpower Development, LLC (September 27, 2012)

	Comment Letter 17 from Robert Robinson on behalf of
Kern Valley Indian Council (October 2, 2012)
	Response to Comment Letter 17: Kern Valley Indian Council (October 2, 2012)

	Comment Letter 18 from OVR Watch Kern County
	Response to Comment Letter 18: OVR Watch Kern County

	Comment Letter 19 from Arnold Mednick


	Attachment A.
Potential Visual Effects of Using Larger Wind Turbine Generators on the Alta East Wind Project, Prepared by CH2MHill, October 5, 2012
	Attachment B.
Alta East Wind Project Revised Shadow Flicker Analysis, Prepared by CH2MHill, October 5, 2012

	8. Glossary
	9. Bibliography

	10. Index
	Appendix A.
Figures
	Figure 2-1,
Regional Location Map
	Figure 2-2,
Schematic Illustration of WTG
	Figure 2-3,
Alta East Wind Project Transmission Line
	Figure 2-4,
Proposed Action BLM Designations
	Figure 2-5,
Existing Kern County General Plan Designations
	Figure 2-6,
Proposed GP!’s
	Figure 2-7,
Existing Kern County Zoning Classifications
	Figure 2-8,
Required Kern County WE Zone Change
	Figure 2-9, Alternative A: Project Site Plan (Black & White)

	Figure 2-10,
Alternative A: Project Site Plan 
	Figure 2-11,
Alternative B: Revised Site Plan
	Figure 2-12,
Alternative C: Reduced Project North
	Figure 2-13,
Alternative D: Reduced Project Southwest
	Figure 3.7-1,
BLM Grazing Allotments
	Figure 3.8-1, Regional
Mineral Resource Sites
	Figure 3.9-2,
Noise Monitor Locations and Sensitive Receptors
	Figure 3.12-1,
Regional Recreation Resources
	Figure 3.12-2,
Middle Knob Motorized Access Zone Routes in Project Area
	Figure 3.14-1,
Regional Faults
	Figure 3.15-1,
Special Designations
	Figure 3.15-2,
Farmland Classifications
	Figure 3.15-3,
Estray Ordinance
	Figure 3.17-1,
Regional Location Map
	Figure 3.17-2,
Wetlands and Streams
	Figure 3.17-3,
Bakersfield Cactus
	Figure 3.17-4,
Vegetation Communities
	Figure 3.17-5,
Vegetation Communities – Gen-Tie Line (With Alt. A Site Plan Features)
	Figure 3.18-1,
Location of Key Observation Points (KOPs)
	Figure 3.19-1,
Surface Water Resources
	Figure 3.19-2,
Flood Hazard Areas
	Figure 3.19-3,
Groundwater Resources
	Figure 4.1-1,
Cumulative Projects
	Figure 4.4-1a,
Area of Potential Effect -Project Area and Northern Extent of Transmission Line
	Figure 4.4-1b,
Area of Potential Effect – Southern Project Area and Full Extent of Transmission Line
	Figure 4.10-1,
Potential Fossil Yield Classification Map
	Figure4.18-1,
KOP 1 – View Looking East from Pacific Crest National Scenic Trail
	Figure4.18-2,
Visual Simulation of the Alta East Wind Project – KOP 1
	Figure 4.18-3, KOP 2 – View Looking Northwest From Within Rural-Residential County Lands North of SR 58
in Tehachapi Pass
	Figure 4.18-4,
Visual Simulation of the Alta East Wind Project – KOP 2
	Figure 4.18-5, KOP 3 – View Looking Southeast From Within Rural-Residential County Lands North of SR 58
in Tehachapi Pass
	Figure 4.18-6,
Visual Simulation of the Alta East Wind Project – KOP 3
	Figure 4.18-7,
KOP 5 – View Looking Northwest from SR 14/SR 58 Interchange
	Figure 4.18-8,
Visual Simulation of the Alta East Wind Project – KOP 5
	Figure 4.18-9,
KOP 7 – View Looking North from Oak Creek Road/SR 58 Overpass in Mojave
	Figure 4.18-10,
Visual Simulation of the Alta East Wind Project – KOP 7





